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ABSTRACT 
 
“Prepare for Death and Follow Me:”  
An Archaeological Survey of the Historic Period Cemeteries of New York City 
 
by 
 
Elizabeth D. Meade 
 
 
Advisor: James A. Moore, PhD 
 
It has long been understood by archaeologists that while cemeteries are built by the living 
to serve the dead, burial grounds can also serve as significant cultural spaces utilized by and 
integral to the cultural traditions of the living. The study of cemetery sites is therefore critical to 
the understanding of many aspects of a given culture. Archaeologists often analyze the cemetery 
sites in a larger region through the lens of a “deathscape,” a macro-scale analytical tool similar to 
the anthropological concept of a landscape, but which instead focuses on the various cultural 
processes associated with death: from illness and dying to mortuary behavior, burial, and 
memorialization. New York City—including the five boroughs of the Bronx, Brooklyn, 
Manhattan, Queens, and Staten Island—has been a center of commerce since its establishment as 
a colonial outpost in the 17th century and its urban development has outpaced many other major 
American cities. The city has been the site of hundreds upon hundreds of burial places, some of 
which have remained perpetually preserved and others that have been obliterated and redeveloped 
with or without the removal of the human remains lying within. While previous attempts have 
been made to document the cemeteries of New York City from historical or genealogical 
perspectives, to date, a comprehensive archaeological analysis of the city’s cemeteries has not been 
completed. This study was therefore completed to better understand the use and reuse of burial 
v 
space in New York City and to identify patterns in how that portion of its deathscape made up of 
cemeteries was formed, reshaped, and maintained over time leading to the burial landscape seen 
in the modern city in the present day.  
Following a period of intensive documentary research, 527 burial sites were identified 
within New York City as part of this study of the city’s deathscape. Each cemetery was mapped 
within a Geographic Information System (GIS) and entered into a database and classified 
according to a series of characteristics (e.g., location, type, dates of use, current status, etc.). This 
study examines the cemeteries within the data set in order to better understand several critical 
aspects of the New York City deathscape, including its initial formation within the context of New 
York City’s historic period occupation, development, and its increasingly stringent municipal 
regulation of burial space. The burial sites included in the data set were then compared and 
contrasted to identify the patterns that governed (and continue to govern) the establishment and 
use of cemeteries in New York City and the patterns that lead to the selective preservation or 
obliteration of certain cemeteries and/or the relocation of human remains to new burial sites as the 
deathscape evolved. This analysis concludes that cemetery obliteration and the removal and 
relocation of remains were heavily influenced by three factors: institutionalized colonial power 
structures that continued to govern land use and access to space throughout the post-colonial period 
and into the present; the intensity of urban development and population growth in New York City; 
and changing connections between kin networks and social groups to specific spaces and places 
over time. Finally, this study includes a summary of the growth of archaeology as a profession in 
New York City and a synthesis of historical and modern archaeological investigations in the region 
that have contributed to archaeologists’ knowledge of the deathscape. The GIS-based maps 
documenting the past and present locations of burial grounds are intended to be used as sensitivity 
vi 
maps that can be utilized by archaeologists to protect sites known to be sensitive for human remains 
from disturbance during future development. Despite the large number of burial sites identified 
during this study, it is likely that many more remain undiscovered, and there is therefore great 
potential for the continued analysis of the New York City deathscape in the future as new burial 
sites are identified and documented.  
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Remember me as you pass by; 
As you are now so once was I; 
As I am now so shall you be; 
Prepare for death and follow me. 
—Traditional Epitaph 
 
 
Those who have died have never left;  
The dead are not under the earth;  
They are in the rustling trees,  
They are in the groaning woods, 
 They are in the crying grass,  
They are in the moaning rocks.  
The dead are not under the earth.  
—Birago Diop, excerpt from “Breaths” 
 
 
O death, where is thy sting?  
O grave, where is thy victory? 
—I Corinthians 15:55 
 
 
 Manhattan’s First Shearith Israel Cemetery, 1952; Gottscho-Schleisner Collection (Library of Congress) 
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CHAPTER 1:  
REDISCOVERING THE CEMETERIES OF NEW YORK CITY 
PROLOGUE: A CAUTIONARY TALE 
During the construction of Donald Trump’s newest hotel in the SoHo neighborhood of 
Manhattan in 2006, mechanical excavators tore through the buried remnants of four early 19th 
century burial vaults. The long-abandoned vaults were associated with the Spring Street 
Presbyterian Church and contained the remains of individuals interred between at least the 1820s 
and the 1840s (URS Corporation and AKRF, Inc. 2008). Because the hotel’s construction was 
privately funded, consistent with existing zoning, and did not require city, state, or federal permits 
or approvals, an archaeological investigation of the site was not required before ground was 
broken. Following the discovery of the remains, City agencies with oversight over the construction 
site, including the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission (“LPC”) and the New 
York City Department of Buildings (“NYCDOB”), forced the developer to conduct an 
archaeological excavation of the site through by issuing a stop work order. Construction came to 
a halt while a team of archaeologists was assembled to exhume the remains at great cost (ibid). 
Only after the archaeological investigation had occurred and the remains were documented and 
exhumed was construction allowed to proceed.  
This is not an isolated incident. For centuries, human remains associated with abandoned 
and redeveloped cemetery sites have been disturbed across New York City, a massive urban center 
comprised of five boroughs covering more than 300 square miles of land (see Figure 1). Centuries-
old graves associated with the region’s indigenous population, with early colonists, with enslaved 
Africans, and with more recent New Yorkers have been impacted by private development and 
municipal public works projects (e.g., road grading, subway construction, infrastructure 
installation, etc.) alike. It was not until the last 40 to 50 years that legal requirements were put in  
Figure 1: Map of the Five Boroughs of New York City
Borough of 
Queens
(Queens County)
Base map Source: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
County Boundary Source: http://gis.ny.gov/gisdata/inventories/details.cfm?DSID=927
Borough of Brooklyn
(Kings County)
Borough of 
The Bronx
(Bronx County)
Borough of Staten Island
(Richmond County)
Borough of 
Manhattan
(New York County)
New Jersey
Westchester County
Nassau 
County
Atlantic Ocean
County Boundary
Long Island 
Sound
Hu
ds
on
 R
iv
er
New Jersey
New
York 
Bay
Raritan Bay
Ea
st
Rockaw
ay Inlet
Jama
ica    
 Bay
Lower 
New York Bay
R
iv
er
2
 3 
place and regularly enforced to ensure that archaeological investigations occur before development 
in areas sensitive for human remains. Given the rate of urban development across New York City 
before legal protections of archaeological sites were enforced in the late 20th century, an unknown 
number of cemetery sites are presumed to have been destroyed, with or without public 
acknowledgement.  
The case described above demonstrates that there is still significant potential for the 
continued obliteration of cemeteries as a result of legal loopholes. This issue has been compounded 
by insufficient documentation and a general lack of public awareness of New York City’s 
obliterated cemetery sites. As a result, there exists an urgent need to fully understand the burial 
landscape of New York City from an archaeological perspective. Such an investigation had not 
been attempted on a city-wide scale prior to this dissertation. This study explores the fluid nature 
of New York City’s cemeteries through a combination of intensive documentary research and 
spatial analysis of the use and reuse of cemetery sites in the urban setting. This intensive research 
effort has resulted in the identification of the locations of abandoned cemeteries and long-forgotten 
graves to protect them from future development. To further understand the great variety in the use 
and reuse of cemeteries in New York that has occurred since the historic period, this study also 
identifies patterns and changes with respect to the establishment and utilization of burial sites 
throughout all phases of the historic period occupation of New York. This analysis has revealed 
the cultural influences that lead to the preservation of certain cemeteries and the obliteration of 
others, with or without the removal of the human remains interred within. Finally, this analysis 
examines patterns in the spatial distribution of cemeteries and burial sites that have long faded 
from social memory. Such analysis can help to re-establish the identities of the deceased and reveal 
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the histories of groups that may be less visible in the documentary record and the material 
landscape.  
THE CULTURAL IMPORTANCE OF CEMETERIES 
As a study devoted to the lives of people in the past, archaeology is inherently tied to death 
and (most often) to those who have died. The archaeological exploration of death can explore a 
wide range of themes, including identity (e.g., gender, ethnicity, religious affiliation, and socio-
economic status); memory; spatial organization; importance of place; and landscape analysis. 
Much of archaeological inquiry relative to cemetery sites typically focuses on the body itself, either 
from an osteological/bioarchaeological perspective or as an examination of culture as defined by 
and represented on the body (Joyce 2005:140). However, cemeteries can also represent important 
places, marked with obvious or obscure evidence of a culture’s ideology as it pertained to both life 
and death (Parker Pearson 1999; Mytum 2004).  
The Relationship Between the Dead and the Living 
The experience of death affects all cultural groups and “all societies…have employed 
mortuary ritual to mend the torn social fabric” that results from the death of a group member 
(Nassaney 2015:xiii). The treatment of the dead by different cultural groups around the world 
varies widely in the present and has varied widely in the past. In the Neolithic village of Jericho, 
the heads of those interred beneath domestic living spaces were routinely exhumed and decorated 
with layers of plaster and paint, allowing for “the physical and symbolic regeneration and 
recirculation of the dead with human skulls serving as ritual heirlooms” within the space occupied 
by living descendants (Kuijt 2008:172). The Hohokam in southern Arizona were known to have 
cremated the remains of their deceased members—in some cases more than once—before 
ritualized burials of the cremains in ceremonially-excavated pits (Beck 2005). In the New York 
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region, precontact cremations have also been reported in eastern Long Island in association with 
the Orient culture and secondary bundle burials have been identified at local Late Woodland sites 
(Cantwell and Wall 2001). It has long been understood by archaeologists that cemeteries are built 
by the living to function as cultural spaces for both the living and the dead (Binford 1971; Parker 
Pearson 1982; Engelke 2019). The living are the designated caretakers of cemetery spaces and are 
responsible for both the “power” and “vulnerability” of the dead (Engelke 2019: 34). Because of 
this responsibility, burial grounds can serve as significant cultural spaces utilized by and integral 
to the cultural traditions of the living. For the living, cemeteries encapsulate both the physical 
aspects of death and utilitarian nature of decay as well as the cultural influences that govern death 
ritual and the social transition from life to death (ibid).  
The extent to which the living members of a culture determine that a burial ground is 
worthy of protection is also culturally significant. Some groups may designate a burial site as 
sacred ground, as has been observed across geographic and cultural boundaries throughout the 
world. When connected to many modern religions, the sacredness of burial is often intended to 
ensure the prospect of resurrection (Faust 2008:62). Other cultures may view burial sites as purely 
utilitarian, intended solely for the purpose of corpse disposal. The denial of sacredness to burial 
spaces utilized by certain individuals/groups by non-group members or of those located in specific 
settings can also be imbued with great meaning.  
Social Reproduction in the Materiality and Ideology of Cemetery Spaces 
Burial grounds become incorporated into the larger physical and cultural landscape of the 
living cultural group or groups occupying an area, regardless of whether those groups were 
responsible for the initial creation of the burial ground. In this way, burial sites can serve as 
“gathering places…activated and mediated by the ancestral presence,” serving as a link between 
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the living and dead members of the same social group while at the same time reinforcing social 
bonds and group identity (Maldonado 2016:45). It has been hypothesized that the individual and 
group identities of the deceased are then encoded in those rituals and preserved within the burial 
(Binford 1971). As a result, burial grounds can be interpreted as a physical manifestation of a 
culture’s relationship with death and a reproduction of the social relationships experienced both in 
life and in death (Petersson 2016:143). In historic period cemeteries in North America, the physical 
manifestation of culture is more obvious given the frequent presence of tombstones. In addition to 
marking the graves of people who were considered important and/or loved, the stones that mark 
graves and can serve as icons of local craftsmanship and ideological values of a community 
(Strangstad 1995). Gravestones can represent identity characteristics including 
ethnicity/geographic origin, gender, and socio-economic status at local, regional, and national 
levels (ibid). 
In New York City and across most of North America, cemeteries have grown increasingly 
distant from social life and daily routine in part because modern medicine and hygiene have caused 
the relationship between people and death to become increasingly distant (Sloane 2018:1). 
Whereas the death of family, friends, and peers was formerly a more frequently occurring part of 
daily life, or one that was simply more closely tied to culture/custom, “changes in mourning and 
memory reflect a broader shift of the cultural boundaries that have traditionally separated the 
sacred from the profane and the cultural from the commercial” (Sloane 2018:2). Changes to the 
physical setting of burial grounds can represent changes in those relationships as well as larger 
societal trends, philosophies, and schools of thought (ibid). Discussing the transition of Paris’s 
cemeteries from small urban churchyards to grand park-like cemeteries, Etlin (1984) asserted that 
the grand cemetery of Père Lachaise “did not simply mirror a society’s understanding about 
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death…its landscape played a role in crystallizing nascent emotions and ideals” (Etlin 1984:ix). 
The transition in Paris’s cemeteries over time followed trends in popular thought inspired by 
philosophy, art/architecture, religion, and science; trends that would similarly sweep through 
England and North America in the decades that followed (ibid). Similar shifts occurred in the 
United Kingdom as the opulent “garden cemeteries” of grand design and physical prominence that 
were common in the Victorian era were replaced by simpler “lawn cemeteries” designed to better 
blend into the urban fabric of the early 20th century (Rugg 2006:217–219).  
All aspects of burial are imbued with cultural meaning, from the location of the grave to 
its orientation, size, shape, and depth; the method used to excavate the grave shaft (for those graves 
that involve subsurface burial); how the body is placed into it; the placement or absence of grave 
goods and funerary architecture; etc. (Parker Pearson 1999:5–7). The archaeological exploration 
of burial sites can therefore examine the culture of the living through the material culture dedicated 
to the dead and a broad-ranging analysis of cemeteries across a larger region can shed light on how 
culture is reproduced as a result of and in response to death and burial (ibid:3).  
The socio-cultural processes that govern mortuary behavior and become reproduced 
through the creation of burial sites have often been interpreted by anthropologists as rituals 
designed to mediate the transition from one state or social order to another (Van Gennep 1960; 
Hertz 1960; Turner 1969; Bloch and Parry 1982; Metcalf and Huntington 1991; Parker Pearson 
1999; Joyce 2005). The body itself plays a cultural role and more recent studies of mortuary 
archaeology have focused on the “materiality of human experience” that becomes encoded in 
bones (Joyce 2015:140). Bodies serve as “heavy symbols” and their treatment as part of death 
ritual can become encoded into the landscape of a given area (Engelke 2019:31). A grave can be 
interpreted as the physical space associated with the physical and cultural transformation of a body 
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with respect to both physical degradation and spiritual or cultural transference from life to death 
(ibid). Similarly, a grave cannot specifically represent the power dynamics within a given culture 
or group, but instead represents “an idealized expression of those relations” (McGuire 1988:436). 
The more physically visible elements of gravesites include some of the more obvious evidence of 
cultural reproduction, often in the form of burial markers of various size and prominence. Trends 
in tombstone iconography in the northeastern United States in the 17th and 18th centuries have 
been used to interpret how the cultural relationship with death changed over time, but also to 
(attempt to) track the diffusion and transition of cultural ideals across space (Dethlefsen and Deetz 
1966; Dethlefsen and Deetz 1967; Deetz and Dethlefsen 1967). 
Because of the spiritual/emotional and physical/spatial connections between the living and 
the dead that are forged by cemeteries, burial grounds are often designed to either reinforce social 
continuity or to intentionally prevent it (McGuire 1988). Burial is the “idealized expression” of 
social power and the material expression of social relationships (ibid:436). The placement and 
memorialization of the dead can be strategically designed to confirm and maintain the identity or 
identities of either the deceased or the group responsible for his or her burial. For example, those 
individuals interred within a churchyard may be permanently marked as members of a particular 
religion. Grouped burials may designate members of a kin network or community. Alternately, the 
placement of cemeteries can mark culturally deviant identities by placing the dead deemed 
unworthy of burial in closer contexts in far-reaching areas outside the physical space occupied by 
the living. In New York City, for example, the graves of enslaved persons who lacked the legal 
and financial ability to select and maintain burial places have been documented in unmarked and 
unprotected graves next to the well-documented and well-preserved graves of those who were 
defined by society as their owners (MacLean 2017). Unlike houses of worship associated with 
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Christian denominations, Jewish cemeteries in New York City were intentionally placed at great 
distances from the urban center, far from temples and synagogues as well as residential 
neighborhoods (Yalom 2008). The physical placement of the dead is often a material 
representation of the cultural ideals of cultural groups and can vary dramatically even within the 
same community or city. 
Vulnerability of Cemeteries in Urban Settings 
As important as burial places are to social reproduction, the destruction of cemeteries is 
equally critical with respect to the maintenance of cultural practices and identities. As explored in 
this dissertation, the obliteration of a cemetery can be influenced by a variety of factors, not all of 
which are malicious or the result of bad intentions. The remains from cemeteries are sometimes 
relocated to keep family graves concentrated in a single location or to protect remains after the 
sale of ancestral lands. Other cemeteries may have been moved to conform with powerful social 
changes at a larger scale, such as the consolidation of family cemeteries and churchyards within 
larger rural cemeteries beginning in the 19th century. Some cemeteries become obliterated because 
they are simply forgotten about as a result of the absence of stakeholders or persons with local 
knowledge. On the other hand, cemetery obliteration can also be an intentional effort to eliminate 
the presence of a certain cultural group or shared identity or to reclaim a space for alternate uses.  
For those burial grounds that are designated as sacred or otherwise worthy of protection in 
perpetuity, the site where a body was placed may be considered permanent despite the inherent 
lack of permanence of the body itself. It has been suggested that while cemeteries represent efforts 
to introduce order and control over the dead, the very process of decomposition prevents the 
maintenance of such order (Woodthorpe 2016:64). That ironic contrast is perhaps used to justify 
the preservation of burial sites long enough to ensure decomposition. On the other hand, it may 
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also be used to justify the obliteration of cemeteries for which bodies are presumed to be absent 
following decomposition. Though sacredness is not a universally applied concept, the perceived 
sacredness of burial locations by the cultural group that created them is often what allows 
cemeteries to survive unmolested for hundreds, if not thousands, of years, creating a landscape 
marked by the ideologies of both life and death.  
Urban areas such as New York City typically involve a variety of cultural affiliations and 
social units whose affiliation is marked by different (yet often overlapping) characteristics at 
different scales. People may be identified with different groups based on membership 
with/connection to a particular household, neighborhood, church/religious organization, 
occupation, etc. (Rothschild 2008:6). These social units become encoded in the landscape and can 
be represented in the materiality of the built environment. Rothschild (2008) documented the 
spread of churches throughout lower Manhattan in the 18th century, which showed that the 
locations where such houses of worship were established were “roughly correlated with the 
communitywide structures of the political economy” (ibid:50). As documented in this study, 
similar patterns appear to have occurred with respect to burial grounds. However, groups 
competing over space can use urban development as a mechanism (or excuse) for the elimination 
of the presence of certain identities through the elimination of cemeteries and other features that 
may define neighborhoods. Through the restructuring of the built environment and the removal of 
the dead, identities can be masked as the physical space formerly associated with them is claimed 
by others. In addition, cemeteries may be particularly vulnerable in situations where power and 
control over sacred space changes hands. Such is the nature of development in many urban areas, 
including New York City, where redevelopment is a frequent occurrence. In situations where land 
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serves as a valuable commodity, cemetery space may be more valuable as something other than a 
burial ground and the removal of a cemetery may be financially motivated.  
This competition for space that resulted in the obliteration of many cemeteries in New York 
City was indicative not just of the growth of the urban core, but also of its tendency to regenerate 
and reinvent itself as a result of competing socio-cultural and economic influences. Such extensive 
redevelopment doesn’t occur to the same extent in rural areas where cemeteries may be more likely 
to have been preserved. However, cemeteries in rural areas are still threatened by deterioration, 
lack of funds to ensure the conservation of stones and maintenance of vegetation, as well as 
vandalism, natural disasters, and damage from dogs and other animals (Massachusetts Department 
of Conservation and Recreation 2011; McDermott 2018).  
While modern American sentiments typically identify cemeteries as sacred spaces 
designed to ensure that care, dignity, and respect are preserved in perpetuity, the cultural view of 
death in the New York City area had far more functional beginnings (Llewellyn 1998). Writing 
about New York’s cemeteries in 1898, Louis Windmüller described the view of death and burial 
in late-19th-century New York as follows: 
The strongest motive for the interment of remains is affection. It is customary to 
visit the graves of our friends, dwell in thought on the acts of kindness they have 
done, and adorn the mounds which cover their bodies with fragrant flowers. It is 
considered the sacred duty of the feeling heart thus to commemorate at least the 
anniversaries of their passage from the world. And the unwillingness of men to cut 
short the progress of the corruption which goes on unseen, beneath the mounds, 
can only be explained by a sentimental yet stubborn resolution that as far as they 
can prevent it the remains shall never be disturbed…As a matter of fact, the 
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expectation that cemeteries shall afford a permanent resting place to the bodies 
interred in them is conclusively discredited by experience (Windmüller 1898:211–
212).  
A recent op-ed in the Red Hook Star-Revue suggests that this viewpoint continues to linger in 
modern New York City. In that publication, the author decried that “land [is] for the living” and 
suggested that the land occupied by some of New York City’s larger cemeteries would be better 
used for affordable housing developments than for graves that have “outlasted their visitors” 
(Yates 2019:3).  
A COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF NEW YORK CITY’S CEMETERIES 
Death has been a constant presence in New York City since the beginning of human 
settlement in the region. An unknown number of Native Americans died and were buried in what 
is now New York City and the surrounding area. The first documented Europeans to arrive in what 
is now New York City were affected by the loss of one of their own almost immediately upon 
arrival. John Colman, a crew member sailing with Henry Hudson in 1609, is frequently referred 
to as the first documented person of European ancestry to die and be buried in the New York City 
area (Burrows and Wallace 1999:15). Since his death, millions more have perished within the five 
boroughs of the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, and Staten Island and hundreds of burial 
sites have been established to accommodate the city’s dead. As this study explores, the majority 
of these burial sites were destroyed or redeveloped, and many others have been abandoned and/or 
lie unmarked and unprotected.  
This dissertation focuses on the components of New York City’s “deathscape” that relate 
to the interment of human remains in curated burial sites. A deathscape is a macro-scale analytical 
tool similar to the anthropological concept of a landscape, but which instead focuses on the cultural 
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processes associated only with death: from illness and dying to mortuary behavior, burial, and 
memorialization. In their complete form, deathscapes represent the “intersection of body, culture, 
society and state” (Maddrell and Sidaway 2016:2). Deathscapes are malleable and ever-changing 
to meet the needs of the population that created them or those who occupy the same physical space. 
Furthermore, deathscapes encapsulate not only the establishment of cemeteries, but also their 
maintenance, transformation, and obliteration.  
Deathscapes technically include all aspects of the processes of death and dying, and can 
include those places not only where people died but where illness is treated; houses of worship 
where funerals are held; stores where funerary objects and grave goods are procured; and even the 
very streets through which funeral processions pass or where memorials to the dead are erected. 
As discussed by Maddrell (2016), “grief, mourning and remembrance are experienced in and 
mapped upon” physical space, psychological/mental space, and in virtual space (Maddrell 
2016:166). These factors are concentrated in cemeteries as the formal spaces dedicated to the dead. 
Because archaeologists typically only have access to the remnants of the deathscape as encoded 
onto physical space, cemeteries may be the only element of the deathscape that is visible in the 
archaeological record. However, through efforts to map and understand the spatial organization of 
a deathscape, archaeologists can “provide a vantage point and analytical tool for seeing, 
understanding and responding to…patterns and relationships” associated with death, dying, and 
grief (ibid:167–168). The examination of cemeteries within a deathscape can further be used to 
identify “how cemeteries are enmeshed in a much wider world of connections…[within] a 
culturally-constructed landscape that must be interpreted through the various lenses of the 
deathscape” (Nash 2018:558). Cemeteries are therefore an excellent tool through which to explore 
a larger deathscape over time and across space.  
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Burial grounds “locate…transformed dead in living time and ordered space,” and 
deathscapes can represent the materiality of death as well as more abstract social concepts of life, 
death, and identity (Francis 2003:223). A deathscape is fluid, changing to meet the needs of the 
population that creates it and modifies it to conform to their changing cultural and material worlds. 
The modern deathscape of New York City is dramatically different from that of John Colman’s 
time and was repeatedly reimagined and reconstructed many times as New York transitioned from 
a small colonial outpost to an urban industrial port to a modern center of global trade. Not all 
changes to the deathscape are intentional, and some are influenced by other social factors, schools 
of thought, and cultural/financial priorities. The large-scale removal of urban cemeteries in Europe 
and North America in the 18th and 19th century was fueled by an increase in concerns about public 
health and hygiene (Jenner 2005). This ultimately prompted the abandonment of formerly long-
held traditions regarding kinship connections, religion, and sacredness (ibid). Those gradual 
changes in basic social concepts ultimately resulted in dramatic physical changes across New York 
City.  
This Investigation of New York City’s Cemeteries 
Prior to this study, few analyses had attempted to understand the creation and transition of 
the complete deathscape over time. Most modern discussions of New York City’ cemeteries 
describe the deathscape as it currently exists as opposed to how it came to be. This has also resulted 
in the production of a skewed view of New York City’s cemeteries, one that is focused only on 
those cemetery sites that remain in active use or that have been carefully preserved. However, 
these types of sites represent only a small component the evolution of New York City’s cemeteries 
since the 17th century. Few studies of burial grounds in the region have examined the cultural 
forces that created and modified the deathscape, resulting in the patchwork of preserved, 
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obliterated, and active cemeteries that make up the visible and invisible components of the modern 
burial landscape in New York.  
This study has been designed to examine various components of that portion of New York 
City’s deathscape that pertains to cemeteries established between the 17th century and the present 
in order to understand how the region’s cemeteries have evolved and changed from the time of the 
first burial through the present day. The analyses contained herein reveal the previously 
unexamined elements of New York City’s cemeteries so as to understand the following: 1) their 
use and social importance at the time of their formation; 2) how cemeteries within the deathscape 
were manipulated and/or maintained over time in response to changing social-cultural norms, 
economic stimuli, and material attachments to land; and 3) and how changes to the deathscape and 
the cemeteries within it result in the intentional and inadvertent formation, maintenance, and/or 
eradication of social identity or identities. As described in greater detail below, this study involved 
an in-depth analysis of four key components of the deathscape to identify the following: 1) the 
physical locations of historic period cemeteries; 2) patterns that governed the establishment and 
use of cemeteries over time; 3) patterns that lead to the preservation of certain cemeteries and the 
destruction of others at different temporal and spatial scales; and 4) spatial patterns in the 
establishment and relocation of cemeteries in the urban environment. New York City’s deathscape 
continues to change and evolve to meet the material and cultural needs of the city’s population, 
which appears to be moving away from the use of traditional cemeteries and inhumations in favor 
of cremations and natural burials (Sloane 2018). This study of how the deathscape has been 
modified in the past can therefore also provide insight into the future manipulation of the 
deathscape.  
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The Limitation of the Data set for the Purposes of this Study 
This study focuses only on intentionally formed burial concentrations intended to act as 
cemeteries and therefore does not include improvised/informal burial sites such as those used in 
frontier/colonial settings or following military conflicts, although some discussion of such 
cemeteries is included where appropriate. While the complete deathscape of New York City 
extends back many thousands of years as indigenous groups lived and died in the region, this study 
focuses only on those burials that can be documented in the historic record and were established 
following the start of European colonization in the 17th century. This study therefore excludes 
precontact burial sites although it is known that Native American burial sites occurred in large 
numbers across what is now New York City. The investigation of precontact burials is worthy of 
extensive study beyond the scope of this investigation. The presence of Native Americans in New 
York City and the surrounding area has continued through the present, and persons of indigenous 
descent have been interred in the cemeteries located throughout the five boroughs, including many 
of those documented herein. Only those cemeteries that were associated exclusively with Native 
American burials that were established or maintained throughout the historic period are identified 
in the data set used for this investigation. This data set does not include precontact burials that 
have been recently disinterred for archaeological investigations resulting from development 
projects in the late 20th and early 21st centuries that have been reinterred in New York City, such 
as those remains that were reburied on Ellis Island in 2003 (National Park Service 2015). 
Similarly, this study excludes columbaria1, memorial gardens, and other places specifically 
designed and intended only for the interment of cremated remains, commonly known as cremains, 
except for where those columbaria are located within other types of cemeteries with traditional 
 
1 Plural form of columbarium, meaning a room with niches or other spaces for the storage of urns and other containers 
containing cremated remains.  
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entombments or inhumations. Cremation has been practiced in New York City since the 19th 
century. The Fresh Pond Crematory, one of the largest crematories and columbaria in the area, was 
established in Queens in 1884 and remains an active site for New Yorkers whose final wishes 
include cremation (Fresh Pond Crematory 2009). Columbaria with niches for the storage of 
cremains are being established with increasing frequency throughout New York City. Many houses 
of worship that never maintained cemeteries have recently established columbaria on their 
grounds, some that are well advertised and some that are known only to active worshippers. 
Similarly, many of New York’s large, active cemeteries have initiated programs to construct 
columbaria to accommodate the interment of cremains. Salmon’s 2006 study of the cemeteries of 
Staten Island identifies at least seven such locations in Staten Island, most of which were 
established in the last forty to fifty years. However, few other sources actively track the increasing 
number of memorial spaces being devoted to cremains and many places where friends and relatives 
have scattered or interred the ashes of the deceased may never be documented or documentable.  
Furthermore, cremation is not always intended to be associated with permanent interment. 
Unlike bodies that are left intact, the nature of cremains makes it possible for an individual’s 
remains to be interred/scattered in multiple locations or to be moved to different locations over 
time. Cremains therefore allow mobility, unlike the intended (or perceived) permanence of most 
gravesites (Maddrell 2016:175). This mobility makes researching columbaria and other places 
where ashes have been scattered, buried, or otherwise deposited far more difficult than researching 
those locations where burial grounds featuring inhumations have been established. Given the 
dearth of public documentation of and the significant increase in the number of columbaria being 
established in recent years, this study focuses only on those locations where in-ground inhumations 
occurred. This limited focus also relates to this dissertation’s goal of identifying sites where 
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cemeteries have been redeveloped and that may still be sensitive for the presence of human 
remains.  
New York City’s Historical Context and its Influence on the Deathscape 
To place the identified cemeteries in context, research was completed with respect to New 
York City’s history since the 17th century and the municipal frameworks that governed the 
creation and use of burial sites over time. This research is presented in Chapter 2: New York 
City’s Historical Context and Early Municipal Division and Regulation of Space. The 
municipal framework had a dramatic influence on the city’s burial landscape, both directly and 
indirectly, through the passage of laws governing burial space as well as the implementation of 
laws governing the use of space for both municipal and private purposes.  
Literature Review and Anthropological Context/Theoretical Influences 
The first step in this analysis of New York City’s deathscape involved grounding the 
investigation in relevant anthropological theory. As described in Chapter 3: Theoretical 
Influences and Literature Review, these influences were largely derived from broader theory 
pertaining to historical archaeology, urban archaeology, and mortuary archaeology as well as 
specific studies of the concepts of space and place and spatial analysis.  
Identification of Cemetery Sites through Documentary Research and Mapping 
This analysis of New York City’s cemeteries was only possible following the compilation 
of a thorough, comprehensive data set identifying burial locations and assigning them to relevant 
categories for the purposes of comparison. This process is described in detail in Chapter 4: 
Methodologies Employed for Research, Mapping, and Analysis. A complete catalog of the 
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cemeteries identified in this study is included in Appendix 1 and detailed maps of all identified 
burial grounds are included in Appendix 2.  
The Compilation of the Data Set Utilized for Analysis 
Cemeteries have been established during all stages of New York’s historic occupation, 
from the earliest days of European settlement in the 17th century, through the periods of Dutch 
and English colonial rule in the 17th and 18th centuries, the industrialization of the city following 
the Revolutionary War and into the 19th century, and the spread of urbanization and consolidation 
of the metropolitan area in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Significant variety in cemeteries 
can be observed over time as burial preferences changed in response to many factors, including 
(but not limited to) social trends, scientific innovation, population density, and colonial/post-
colonial influences. Many large, active cemeteries continue to provide a resting place for the city’s 
dead while other historic cemeteries have either been preserved and protected or removed from 
the landscape. Many of the former cemetery sites that have been redeveloped lay unnoticed and 
unrecognized beneath parks, parking lots, and buildings across the city. Regardless of the 
influences that lead to cemetery obliteration, the treatment of those skeletal remains that are 
removed from obliterated cemeteries has varied greatly over the years. Many bodies were 
respectfully reinterred in new burial sites, while the bones removed from others were discarded in 
landfills and rivers or displayed in museum collections. Graves at other burial sites were simply 
left in place despite pending redevelopment.  
In order to facilitate the analysis of the New York City deathscape, these cemeteries were 
categorized according to a number of variables associated with the groups that established them, 
years of use, burial method, and so forth. This categorization was meant not to generate a typology, 
but rather to create a catalog of cemeteries defined according to a series of variables to facilitate 
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analysis. The final database provided a series of defined categories through which to compare and 
contrast New York City’s cemeteries and to identify the roles of different types of burial sites 
within the broader deathscape. The “types” as used herein were not static and are/were subject to 
change as burial sites and former burial sites were transferred from or appropriated by different 
groups. In most cases, cemetery sites were classified according to a number of different 
characteristics, many of which overlap. A summary of each of the broad categories of New York 
City’s cemeteries is summarized in Chapter 5: Results of Research and the Compilation of the 
Data Set.  
Identifying the Patterns that Governed the Establishment and Use of the New York City 
Deathscape 
Following the analysis of the identification of the types of cemeteries that were in use in 
New York City over time and the creation of the final cemetery database, this investigation 
examined changes in trends in the use of burial space over time as burial traditions and cemetery 
layout varied across cultural groups, across space, and over time. The assessment of changes in 
cemetery usage over time between the 17th century through the present is presented in Chapter 
6: The Evolution of the New York City Deathscape Over Time. 
Identifying the Patterns that Lead to the Selective Preservation or Obliteration of Cemeteries  
In New York City, where development has rapidly increased and available space is at a 
minimum, cemeteries have often been sacrificed in the name of progress and change and as 
different groups have competed over space. An assessment of the restructuring of the deathscape 
was therefore necessary. This study examines three factors that influenced (and continue to 
influence) the preservation or obliteration of cemetery sites and therefore the modification and 
alteration of the deathscape: A) the influence of colonial or post-colonial power structures on the 
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selective preservation/obliteration of cemeteries affiliated with those with social, political, or 
financial advantages as opposed to marginalized or repressed groups; B) the influence of urban 
development and population growth and how that influence was affected by social, economic, and 
political power; and C) the changing nature of space and the loss of connection to certain places 
as a result of the first two described factors. The patterns and trends outlined above are explored 
in detail in Chapter 7: The Modification of the New York City Deathscape through Cemetery 
Preservation and Obliteration.  
Spatial Analysis 
The analysis of spatial relationships is critical to the study of any deathscape. Through the 
creation of an extensive geographic information system (GIS) mapping the locations of cemeteries, 
this study was able to examine closely the spatial relationships between space allotted to the dead 
and space allotted to the living. Within New York City’s deathscape, there has been significant 
variation over time with respect to the size of burial grounds, the material and environmental 
settings of cemeteries (including funerary architecture and memorialization), and the location of 
burial sites relative to residential or commercial areas. As with cemetery preservation and 
destruction, the spatial characteristics of cemeteries in New York City have largely been largely 
dictated by the process of urbanization over time. The preservation of burial sites is similarly 
influenced by the extent to which urban development has shaped the surrounding area as a result 
of the migration of social groups and the burdens imposed by capitalist real estate systems as a 
result of segregation and gentrification. In addition, the commodification of land led to changes in 
the ownership and use of burial space linked in ways that were often directly connected to financial 
stature and socio-economic status. The analysis of the spatial components of the New York City 
 22 
deathscape is included in Chapter 8: Resting in Peace: Spatial Organization and Relocation 
of Cemeteries. 
Previous Archaeological Investigations of Cemeteries and Identification of Areas of Potential 
Sensitivity 
Archaeological investigations spanning the late 19th through the early 21st centuries have 
provided significant data regarding New York’s cemeteries. While some of the first archaeologists 
to practice in the New York area intentionally sought out human burials for excavation, in modern 
times, great efforts are made to avoid disturbing human burial sites. All modern archaeological 
investigations of cemetery sites have been the result of Cultural Resource Management (“CRM”) 
investigations, either resulting from accidental encounters with burials during construction or as a 
result of pre-construction archaeological surveys intended to document and protect human remains 
on development sites. In the latter scenario, emphasis is usually placed on either the avoidance of 
burials or the rapid disinterment and reinterment of graves, often without additional osteological 
or bioarchaeological analysis. As such, information generated by field investigations of cemetery 
sites in New York City is limited. This study synthesizes existing data to highlight the history of 
the archaeological study of human burials in New York City as well as to identify pathways for 
future interdisciplinary collaboration to ensure the respectful identification, documentation, 
protection, and where appropriate, study of human burials in the region. This synthesis is included 
in Chapter 9: The Archaeological Investigation of Cemeteries in New York City.  
Furthermore the maps included in Appendix 2 are intended to serve as a general indicator 
of redeveloped burial sites that could potentially be sensitive for human remains. However, for 
most sites, additional research would be needed to determine the likelihood that human remains 
are still present in those locations. Therefore, the absence of a cemetery on the map does not mean 
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that the site cannot possibly contain human remains. Additional site-specific research may be 
needed to identify additional cemeteries, in particular those that tend to be poorly documented, 
including family cemeteries, as described below.  
DATA LIMITATIONS AND POTENTIAL FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
While more than five hundred burial locations were identified through the research as 
described above, the data sample is limited to those cemeteries that could be identified and 
confirmed through documentary sources dating between the 17th and 21st centuries. As a result, 
the data are almost certainly skewed towards those types of cemeteries more likely to be included 
in the documentary record, i.e., cemeteries associated with wealthy organizations, religious 
congregations or institutions, or families with the means to ensure that burial locations were 
recorded and protected or with those organizations/groups that kept detailed records for 
administrative purposes, including municipal/government entities, charitable organizations, and 
houses of worship. Data may also be skewed towards those locations where records are more 
readily available. This has resulted in a significantly greater number of cemetery sites identified in 
Manhattan, where records are well-preserved, well-indexed, and easily available both in archival 
repositories and in digital databases. This is in contrast to the Bronx, where a far smaller number 
of cemeteries could be documented, presumably as a result of the borough’s changing municipal 
affiliations over time, which resulted in a wider physical distribution of records and documents in 
multiple counties with varying public accessibility.  
Due to these limitations, the data set included in this study likely underrepresents three 
types of cemeteries: those associated with enslaved persons of African descent; all cemeteries 
established before the mid-18th century (especially homestead cemeteries); and cemeteries in areas 
that remained rural for longer periods of time. The absence of such burial sites from many 
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contemporary documentary sources was brought to the fore following the archaeological 
investigation of the African Burial Ground in Lower Manhattan in the early 1990s (Howard 
University African Burial Ground Project 2009). Burial locations of enslaved Africans and free 
individuals of African descent were frequently excluded from property records, written histories, 
and other sources used to identify cemetery locations within New York City. As documented in 
this study, several historical homesteads or farms on which family cemeteries were preserved and 
protected for centuries are known to have had separate burial locations for the enslaved persons 
whose forced labor was used to maintain and operate working farms and households. These burial 
locations were often knowingly obliterated while the graves of individuals of European descent 
associated with the same homesteads and farms were relocated or preserved. In an attempt to 
counter the potential underrepresentation of the burial sites of the enslaved population of New 
York City before state-wide emancipation occurred in 1827, federal census records dating between 
1790 and 1820 were examined to identify the presence of enslaved persons on farms and 
homesteads where family cemeteries are known to have been located. While slave ownership is 
not necessarily confirmation of on-site slave burials, the identification of slave-owners who 
maintained burial grounds can help to identify those potential sites where the burial of enslaved 
persons may also have occurred.  
Cemeteries predating the mid-1750s are assumed to be underrepresented as a result of the 
lack of traditional grave markers used during that time and due to an absence of preserved records. 
Numerous sources (e.g., Powell and Meigs 1932; Davis 1889; Davis 1902; Sloane 1991; and 
others) indicate that many of the earliest graves in the New York City region were either unmarked 
or were marked with field stones that were only occasionally inscribed with limited information 
such as the deceased individuals’ initials. Many of the cemeteries in use at this time were family 
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cemeteries that were more vulnerable as they were often small and easily obliterated following the 
transfer of property outside of kin networks. This is in contrast to cemetery spaces associated with 
houses of worship that were more likely to be in continued use across several generations. In 
addition, there is an overall lack of documentation of many early family burial grounds across the 
five boroughs. Many early cemeteries were identified through an analysis of wills and conveyance 
records, as family cemeteries were often excepted from property transfers. The digitization or 
transcription of property records with text recognition would assist with the continued 
identification of family cemeteries that may never have been recorded in other historical 
documents. 
Finally, cemeteries in more rural portions of the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, Staten Island, 
and northern Manhattan, especially those pre-dating the mid-18th century, are less likely to have 
been documented in the types of sources utilized in this study as described above. Several such 
sites are known only as a result of newspaper reports providing (usually scant) details of cemetery 
sites disturbed during development in the 19th and 20th centuries. Additional research was 
completed in these areas to identify the individuals who may have established and/or utilized these 
burial places; however, such identification was not always possible. 
EPILOGUE: LINGUISTIC CONSIDERATIONS 
The word “cemetery” has been ascribed to early Christianity and refers to the “sleeping 
place[s],” or burial sites, of members of that faith (Llewellyn 1998:24). The English word cemetery 
is ultimately derived from the Greek word, koimētērion, meaning “sleeping chamber,” the root 
word of which, koiman, means “to put to sleep” (Merriam-Webster 2020). Despite its association 
with Christianity and the fact that it was not in common usage until the 19th century, the term 
“cemetery” is more commonly used today than older, previously common phrases such as “burial 
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ground,” “burying ground,” or “graveyard.” The word “cemetery contained the suggestion of death 
as sleep, a transition to eternal life” and soon became the predominant term used to describe burial 
locations between the 19th century and the present (Sloane 1991:55). The term is therefore used 
herein to refer to any plot of land designated for the sole purpose of human interments, even it that 
plot was included within a larger area used for other purposes such as a church, a homestead, or a 
hospital or other institution (Sloane 1991; Yalom 2008; Baugher and Veit 2014). 
 In New York, the term “cimetery” [sic] is first used in the published minutes of meetings 
of the city’s main colonial governing body, the Common Council, in 1766, in reference to the 
churchyard of the Reformed Dutch Church in what is now Lower Manhattan (Common Council 
of the City of New York 1905 VII:1). Throughout this analysis, the terms “cemetery,” 
“burial/burying ground,” and “graveyard” are used more or less interchangeably. In the database 
presented in Appendix 1, slight differences in the usage of these terms was applied to better match 
the terms used during each cemetery’s period of active use. For example, homestead burial sites 
are classified as “family burying grounds” as that was the phrase more commonly used to describe 
such sites during the 18th and early 19th centuries, when they were most common.  
With respect to the contents of the graves within cemeteries, modern archaeologists tend 
to use the term “human remains” when describing skeletal material. This is in part due to its being 
a “legally defined term” that is used by non-archaeologists and archaeologists alike to describe 
skeletal elements (Joyce 2015:175). Use of the word “remains” also implies something that may 
not be as complete as a “body” (ibid). The term restores some agency and human identity to the 
individual being described by emphasizing the link between bones and the human lives with which 
they were associated (ibid:176). In other words, bones are material objects, but human remains are 
imbued with personhood.  
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CHAPTER 2:  
NEW YORK CITY’S HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND EARLY MUNICIPAL DIVISION 
AND REGULATION OF SPACE 
NEW YORK CITY’S HISTORY 
This chapter summarizes the historical context of New York City so as to better understand 
the deathscape’s formation and modification over time with respect to its initial historical 
settlement, urban development, and legislative control of death and burial. The history of New 
York City has been repeatedly described both in brief and at great length, as have the individual 
histories of its five boroughs (e.g., Stiles 1867–1869; Jenkins 1912; Stokes 1915–1928; Leng and 
Davis 1930; Burrows and Wallace 1999; Gonzalez 2004; Wallace 2018). This chapter represents 
a summary of the settlement and growth of New York City in sufficient detail to provide a context 
for the establishment, use, and destruction of the City’s cemeteries. Furthermore, it includes a brief 
discussion of the municipal sub-divisions historically used to categorize space within each borough 
as well as a limited history of changes to the boundaries of those sub-divisions. This discussion of 
the municipal division of space is intended to provide a context for the subsequent discussion of 
legal ordinances governing burials in the area, which had a significant impact on the use and 
obliteration of cemeteries throughout the city.  
HISTORICAL CONTEXT FOR NEW YORK CITY’S SETTLEMENT AND FORMATION 
The first Europeans to visit the region in the 16th and early 17th centuries are memorialized 
in local place names, including Giovanni de Verrazzano, who sailed through the region in 1524, 
and Henry Hudson, who ventured to New York in 1609 (Burrows and Wallace 1999). Hudson’s 
exploration was funded by the Dutch West India Company, which established the colony of New 
Netherland, centered around a fur trading post at Fort Orange and a defensive port at the southern 
tip of Manhattan island, by the 1620s (ibid). The 1639 Vinckeboons map (see Figure 2) depicts  
Figure 2: 1639 Vinckeboons M
ap
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(From
 the digital collections of the Library of Congress)
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the early concentration of farmsteads in southern Manhattan and reflects the minimal development 
and continued Native American presence in the settlements that would later become known as 
Brooklyn, Queens, Staten Island, and the Bronx. Historical maps show that the main concentration 
of European settlers remained in southern Manhattan for more than two centuries, and that same 
area served as the center of what would become the urban landscape of New York City by the end 
of the 19th century.  
Though southern Manhattan remained the most densely settled area in the region, smaller 
townships representing a collection of villages and hamlets were established in northern Manhattan 
(including the village of Harlem) and throughout Queens and Brooklyn that attracted settlers to 
those boroughs. Staten Island’s historic period settlement occurred more slowly as a result of 
violent conflicts with the local indigenous population (Leng and Davis 1930). However, by the 
mid- to late 17th century, that island, too, was settled with a number of communities inhabited 
largely by Dutch settlers (ibid). The Bronx was historically included within Westchester County, 
a rural network of farmland and small, scattered villages (Jenkins 1912).  
The Dutch city of New Amsterdam, situated within the larger colony of New Netherland, 
was established by the 1620s and formally organized as a municipal entity in 1653 (Burrows and 
Wallace 1999:63). The city remained under Dutch control until 1664, when it was conquered by 
forces sent by the British crown (ibid). At that time, the burgeoning city was renamed New York. 
The population of New Amsterdam in the 1620s numbered fewer than 300 people though it had 
grown to approximately 10,000 residents by 1664 (Greene and Harrington 1981:88). Continued 
warfare between the Dutch and the English resulted in the brief recapture of New York by the 
Dutch in 1673 before it was reestablished as a British colony the following year (Burrows and 
Wallace 1999). For the next century, New York’s rapid urbanization—specifically that of 
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Manhattan—transformed it into a center of production and commerce, becoming a key part of 
Britain’s colonial economy. Despite being a colonial enterprise, a local form of government was 
in place almost since the city’s initial European settlement. During Peter Stuyvesant’s tenure as 
the Director General of the Dutch colony, a “common council” had been established to help govern 
the colony (Stokes 1915:43). This municipal structure remained in place not only during British 
colonial rule, but for centuries, and some form of this council remained the city’s governing body 
throughout the 18th and 19th centuries and was responsible for drafting, passing, and enforcing 
laws in the city (ibid).  
It was during the 18th century that, “New York changed from a relatively small, open, 
colonial society to a large, class-structured, commercial-capitalist component of a new nation” 
(Rothschild 2008:3). At that time, New York’s population was average relative to that of other 
colonial port cities. While it was larger than Boston by the end of the century, it lagged behind 
Philadelphia, which was a larger center of maritime trade (Rosenwaike 1972; Albion 1984). The 
increasing importance of capitalism and the pressures resulting from the strained relationship 
between the American colonies and the British government an ocean away were among the factors 
that resulted in the American Revolution. That conflict brought about a period of warfare that 
lasted between 1776 and 1783. The American army controlled New York City at the onset of the 
war and built defensive fortifications in many of the five boroughs. However, the British army 
quickly gained control of the city and its valuable port only a few months after the Declaration of 
Independence was issued and held it for the duration of the war (Burrows and Wallace 1999). At 
the start of the war, the region was still occupied by a series of towns and villages and was still 
relatively rural compared to the metropolis that was formed in the following century (see Figure 
3).  
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Despite slowed growth during both the Revolutionary War and the subsequent War of 
1812, the industrialization of the newly formed United States at the end of the 18th century resulted 
in dramatic changes in New York City (Burrows and Wallace 1999). After the war, New York 
experienced both extensive development and massive population surges through the end of the 
19th century and into the early 20th century (see Chart 2-1 and Table 2-1). The urban areas within 
what is now New York City continued to expand throughout the century as properties were divided 
into smaller and smaller lots to accommodate an increasing number of people and the need for 
more and more space for industrial and commercial facilities. 
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Chart 2-1: Population Changes by Borough, 1790–2010
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Table 2-1: Population Changes by Borough, 1790–2010 
Year Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Staten Island 
1790 23,9781 4,549 33,111 16,0131 3,827 
1800 27,3731 5,740 60,515 16,9161 4,564 
1810 30,2721 8,303 96,373 19,3361 5,347 
1820 32,6381 11,187 123,706 21,5191 6,135 
1830 36,4561 20,535 202,589 22,4601 7,082 
1840 48,6861 47,613 312,710 30,3241 10,965 
1850 13,3442 138,882 515,547 25,6425 15,061 
1860 39,6482 279,122 813,669 42,8045 25,492 
1870 62,6342 419,921 942,292 56,6685 33,029 
1880 59,6922 599,495 1,164,2634 71,0825 38,991 
1890 103,4972 838,547 1,441,2164 86,0895 51,693 
1900 200,5073 1,166,582 1,850,0934 152,999 67,021 
1910 430,9803 1,634,351 2,331,5424 284,041 85,969 
1920 732,016 2,018,356 2,284,103 469,042 116,531 
1930 1,265,258 2,560,401 1,867,312 1,079,129 158,346 
1940 1,394,711 2,698,285 1,889,924 1,297,634 174,441 
1950 1,451,277 2,738,175 1,960,101 1,550,849 191,555 
1960 1,424,815 2,627,319 1,698,281 1,809,578 221,991 
1970 1,471,701 2,602,012 1,539,233 1,986,473 295,443 
1980 1,168,972 2,230,936 1,428,285 1,891,325 352,121 
1990 1,203,789 2,300,664 1,487,536 1,951,598 378,977 
2000 1,332,650 2,465,326 1,537,195 2,229,379 443,728 
2010 1,385,108 2,504,700 1,585,873 2,230,722 468,730 
1 Population counts for the entirety of Westchester and Queens Counties as they existed at 
the time; includes persons living outside the boundaries of modern New York City. 
2 Represents populations of larger townships (e.g., Eastchester, Westchester, Pelham) that 
were wholly or partially within the boundaries of the modern Bronx; includes persons living 
outside the boundaries of modern New York City. 
3 Bronx portions of New York County only (includes modern Bronx). 
4 Manhattan portions of New York County only (excludes modern Bronx). 
5 Includes the population of Town of Hempstead, only a portion of which (the Rockaway 
peninsula) was located within the modern boundaries of Queens 
Sources: DeBow 1853:91; Kennedy 1864:323; Walker 1872:207–220; Bureau of the Census 
1885:263–272; Bureau of the Census 1913:571; Manson, et al. 2018 (IPUMS NHGIS Time 
Series Tables) 
By the mid-19th century, the urban center of Manhattan had finally expanded north beyond 
the colonial limits it had maintained for more than two centuries. Northwestern Brooklyn had also 
grown sufficiently well-developed that it, too, was incorporated as an independent city in 1834 
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(Stiles, et al. 1884:145). As shown on Figure 4, the densest development in both cities was 
concentrated in the core commercial center made up of southern Manhattan and northwestern 
Brooklyn. It is not a coincidence that these urban areas were situated along the waterfront areas of 
the New York Harbor, on which local industry and commerce was more or less dependent at the 
time.  
By the late 19th century, New York City had attracted hundreds of thousands of immigrants 
from foreign countries, contributing to the urban mosaic that transformed New York into the 20th 
century (Burrows and Wallace 1999). In 1898, following decades of speculation and negotiation, 
the separate cities/counties making up the five boroughs of New York City were consolidated 
under a single overarching municipal framework. In the leadup to consolidation, extensive efforts 
were made to improve the infrastructure and transportation networks connecting the different 
components of the new city, prompting increased urban development in formerly rural areas (ibid). 
As shown in Table 2-1 and Chart 2-1, populations in the five boroughs have continued to climb 
through the end of the 20th century, though at a slower pace than that seen in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries and following a late-20th-century decrease in the number of residents in many 
boroughs.  
UNDERSTANDING MUNICIPAL DEFINITIONS OF SPACE: COUNTIES, CITIES, AND 
WARDS  
Like most other major urban American cities, as the population density of New York 
increased, increasingly specific municipal sub-divisions were required to organize and manage the 
city and its residents. In 1683, a Colonial Assembly representing the newly reinstalled British 
crown established ten counties—then known as shires or ridings—in southern New York State, 
including what are now generally known as New York, Richmond, Kings, Queens (which at that  
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time included modern Nassau County), and Westchester Counties, including the modern Bronx 
(Stiles, et al. 1884; Leng and Davis 1930; Seyfried 1982). Long Island (including modern Brooklyn 
and Queens Counties), Staten Island, and Westchester County (including the modern Bronx) were 
consolidated into a larger county known as Yorkshire (Burrow and Wallace 1999:80). Few 
changes to the boundaries and legal definitions of the five counties/boroughs that make up New 
York City have been made since the consolidation of the City of New York in 1898. However, the 
legal and municipal definitions of space within New York City have gone through many variations 
since the 17th century. By the time of consolidation, each of the boroughs was divided into a 
number of smaller wards or districts that serve as useful analytical tools for spatial analyses such 
as this study, similar to Rothschild’s (2008) use of ward boundaries to represent neighborhoods 
for the purposes of spatial analysis. The evolution of the municipal structures that governed each 
borough are described in greater detail below and the general outlines of the municipal wards and 
divisions within each of the five boroughs as they appeared shortly before the 1898 consolidation 
of New York City are presented on Figure 5.  
The Boroughs of Manhattan (New York County) and the Bronx (Bronx County) 
Prior to the consolidation of the five boroughs in 1898, the area known as “New York City” 
was largely limited to the island of Manhattan, which represented the oldest and densest urban area 
in the region. Several charters issued in the late 17th and early 18th centuries are evidence of early 
municipal efforts to both incorporate what was then known as the City of New York and to define 
its boundaries. The first, completed under the supervision of colonial Governor Thomas Dongan 
and commonly known as the “Dongan Charter,” was issued in 1686 to replace an earlier draft of a 
charter authored by New York’s legislative assembly (Stokes 1915:176). The Charter represented 
the attempts of King James II, formerly the Duke of York, for whom New York was named, to  
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consolidate the city’s authority over taxation, appointment of ruling officers, and division and 
control of space (ibid). Minor modifications were made to the charter by subsequent governors,  
and in 1728, the charter was entirely replaced by Governor John Montgomerie, whose 
“Montgomerie Charter” was formally approved by the King in 1731 (ibid:192). Through the 
Montgomerie Charter, the city redefined its municipal ward boundaries, splitting Lower Manhattan 
into seven wards, known as the South Ward; East Ward; West Ward; North Ward; Dock Ward; 
Out Ward, and Montgomerie Ward (which was part of the Out Ward before the charter was 
passed). At this time, the British colonial government also asserted ownership of inundated water 
lots that were expected to become made land/landfill in the future. In 1791, amidst the sweeping 
changes that followed the Revolutionary War, these wards were again reclassified and a numerical 
system for labeling wards was implemented (ibid).  
As the city’s population grew and urban development intensified outside the historical 
limits of the original settlement in southern Manhattan, ward boundaries were occasionally 
redrawn by the Common Council as it made efforts to maintain control over the growing urban 
center. These divisions often involved simply splitting existing wards in two as population density 
increased. In 1827, Manhattan was divided into fourteen wards, with subsequent restructuring 
occurring often as new wards created every one to ten years between 1827 and 1873 (Fogel, et al. 
2014). By 1873, twenty-two wards existed in Manhattan (ibid). Ward numbers typically increased 
from south to north and following the implementation of Manhattan’s planned street grid between 
the early and mid-19th century, newly-designated ward boundaries became increasingly linear and 
aligned with modern streets.  
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The Annexation of the Bronx 
Until 1874, the City of New York’s legal jurisdiction was limited to the island of 
Manhattan. However, the City maintained close economic and social ties with the localities across 
the rivers surrounding the small island. Staten Island was the most physically distant and the least 
developed, making it less attractive for the purposes of the expansion of the City. However, the 
independent incorporated Cities of Brooklyn and Long Island City bounded Manhattan to the south 
and east, allowing for the development of important social and economic ties between those areas. 
By the early 19th century, what is now the Bronx was divided into four larger townships: 
Westchester, which was incorporated into the Bronx in its entirety, as well as Eastchester, Pelham, 
and Yonkers, portions of which later became part of the Bronx (Gonzalez 2004). Each township 
comprised a series of smaller towns, villages, and hamlets. The massive Bronx River, for which 
the borough was named, created a natural topographical division that defined municipal boundaries 
for several centuries (ibid). Those towns located in the southwestern part of the Bronx, including 
West Farms, Fordham, Kingsbridge, and Morrisania, were larger and more developed, leading to 
their subdivision and identification as independent municipalities earlier in the 19th century (ibid).  
Beginning in 1846 and intensifying throughout the remainder of the 19th century, railroad 
construction began to connect Manhattan with points to the north, linking Manhattan and the Bronx 
and making it a more realistic possibility for citizens to leave the densely crowded urban 
neighborhoods of Manhattan for the residential neighborhoods to the north (Gonzalez 2004). In 
1874, New York City annexed that portion of the modern Bronx that is located west of the Bronx 
River, which became known as the 23rd and 24th Wards of New York County (Jenkins 1912:7). 
The desire to annex the new wards was driven in part by New York City’s attempt to avoid a loss 
in tax revenue as a result of the population shifts made possible by the increased reliability of and 
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access to transportation infrastructure, which drew people out of southern Manhattan (Gonzalez 
2004:51). That portion of the Bronx located to the east of the River was transferred to New York 
City more than 20 years later, in 1895, and became known as the “Annexed District.” These areas 
remained part of New York County until 1914 when the Bronx was designated as its own county 
and borough and New York County was once again limited to only the island of Manhattan (ibid).  
The Borough of Brooklyn (Kings County) 
Unlike most of the other four boroughs of New York City, the boundaries of Kings County, 
now the most densely populated of the five boroughs, have remained generally consistent since its 
creation in the 17th century. However, its interior municipal divisions have undergone extensive 
changes. Prior to British colonial rule, Kings County was divided into six large towns: Brooklyn, 
Gravesend, Flatlands, Flatbush, New Utrecht, and Bushwick (Stiles, et al. 1884). These divisions 
were largely maintained throughout British colonial occupation. The eastern portion of Flatlands 
was known as the “New Lots” by the 18th century, but the neighborhood was not formally 
incorporated as a town until 1852 (ibid). The Town of Brooklyn, located near the modern 
neighborhood of Brooklyn Heights, was the site of the earliest urban center in Kings County and 
featured the county’s highest population density throughout its entire history. Given its dense 
development and high population count, the independent City of Brooklyn in 1834 was formed 
from an area including modern Brooklyn Heights, the area surrounding what is now the Gowanus 
Canal, a portion of modern Sunset Park, and a portion of modern Williamsburg (ibid). The City of 
Brooklyn was expanded through the annexation of the Town of Bushwick and the City of 
Williamsburgh—collectively known as the “Eastern District” of Brooklyn—in 1855 (ibid; 
Armbruster 1912). The creation of the City of Brooklyn resulted in dramatic, fast-paced 
development and the area was quickly turned into an urban center contrasted by the outlying rural 
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towns and villages making up the remainder of Kings County (Burrows and Wallace 1999). As 
seen in Manhattan, the City of Brooklyn and the Eastern District were divided into a series of 
municipal wards, the borders of which were re-drawn over time as the population grew and 
development shifted. With the 1898 consolidation of the five boroughs, the City of Brooklyn as 
well as the towns of Flatbush, Flatlands, Gravesend, New Lots, New Utrecht, which by that time 
had been annexed to the City of Brooklyn, were incorporated into the City of New York.  
The Borough of Queens (Queens County) 
Queens County, the largest borough by area and second-most populous as of 2010, is the 
home to some of New York City’s oldest communities. Queens differs from the other boroughs 
through its adherence to its smaller neighborhood/town designations—64 in total—which to this 
day are preserved in the borough’s legal mailing addresses (Seyfried 1982:10). At the time of its 
establishment as Queens County in 1683, the borough also included the land now within Nassau 
County (Long Island) to the east of the city. The newly formed county was historically divided 
into five townships, three of which—Newtown, Flushing, and Jamaica—were located entirely 
within modern Queens; one of which, Hempstead, included the Rockaway peninsula; and the last 
of which, Oyster Bay, was located entirely outside the modern borough (Copquin 2007). The towns 
lining the East River opposite the eastern shore of Manhattan became the most populated. The 
development of the waterfront areas surged in the 19th century, leading to the sub-division of Long 
Island City from the larger town of Newtown in 1870 (Seyfried 1982:208). The formation of the 
Borough of Queens and modifications to Queens County that were finalized in 1899 (Copquin 
2007:52). Once part of the city, the names of the historic townships were changed to municipal 
ward numbers, including: Ward 1 (Long Island City); Ward 2 (Newtown); Ward 3 (Flushing); 
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Ward 4 (Jamaica); and the newly-created Ward 5, comprising the Rockaway Peninsula and 
associated villages that were separated from the Town of Hempstead at that time. 
The Borough of Staten Island (Richmond County) 
Population growth and urban development have proceeded at the slowest rates in Staten 
Island, which remains the least populated borough and, as of the 2010 federal census, represents 
only 6 percent of New York City’s total population (see Table 2-1). Following its delineation in 
1683, the county was developed as a series of smaller villages and settlements that were historically 
grouped into four larger precincts/townships known as Castleton, Northfield, Southfield, and 
Westfield. A fifth township known as Middletown was created from land formerly included within 
both Castleton and Southfield in 1860 (Leng and Davis 1930:268). Upon consolidation with New 
York City in 1898, these township distinctions remained, but were renamed Ward 1 (Castleton), 
Ward 2 (Middleton), Ward 3 (Northfield), Ward 4 (Southfield), and Ward 5 (Westfield) (ibid). 
The densest area of Staten Island’s development has always remained the Saint George 
neighborhood at the island’s northeastern tip, where it is in closest proximity to Manhattan and 
where ferry landings have connected the two boroughs for centuries.  
LEGAL RESTRICTIONS AND GOVERNMENT CONTROL OF HUMAN BURIALS 
Just as increasing focus was placed on the physical division and legal definition of space 
within New York City as its population grew, so did public and municipal scrutiny of burial sites. 
This led to increasingly restrictive legislation governing burials within what is now the five 
boroughs. As discussed previously, New York City’s urban development was centered in southern 
Manhattan and the City of Brooklyn until the mid-19th century while much of what is now the 
five boroughs remained generally rural well into the late 19th and early 20th centuries. It was in 
these denser urban areas that burial legislation was most stringent. However, legal restrictions on 
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burials designed for the area’s urban core ultimately influenced the establishment and use of burial 
sites in outlying rural areas, transforming the city’s deathscape into that which is still seen through 
the present day.  
Early records show that the Dutch government and its close ally, the Dutch Reformed 
Church made provisions to both establish cemeteries and ensure their protection through the 
construction of fences in both Manhattan and Brooklyn (Jackson 1950:15). However, the groups 
also collaborated on the redevelopment of burial spaces without the removal of the remains interred 
within (ibid). Under British rule, one of the earliest municipal regulations of burial space was 
encoded within the 1686 Dongan Charter. At that time, the British crown claimed all profits 
generated by various public facilities, including the colony’s burial ground, which was at that time 
located within what is now Trinity Church cemetery (Common Council of the City of New York 
[CCCNY] 1905 1:292). The first edifice of Trinity Church was constructed on the site in 1697 and 
its churchyard was later merged with the city’s cemetery (Stokes 1915). The British colonial 
government and the Anglican church were largely intertwined at the time, as were the Dutch 
government and the Reformed Dutch Church earlier in the century. The city’s burial ground was 
formally transferred to Trinity Church in 1702 and continues to be maintained by the church as 
one of the most well-preserved cemeteries in New York City to this day (CCCNY 1905 2:221).2 
The city’s governing body did not regulate other cemeteries in the late 17th and early 18th 
centuries, although different groups, all of them religious, had to apply for permission to establish 
or expand their cemeteries and churchyards during this time (CCCNY 1905 2:58; 3:447; 4:456; 
7:1). 
 
2 As described in Chapter 4, this refers to preservation of the site as a burial location, as older graves within the 
churchyard were disturbed or removed as a result of church reconstruction or intentional removal of older graves to 
create burial space for more recent populations before the churchyard was closed in the 1820s. 
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18th Century Burial Restrictions on Enslaved Persons of African Descent and the Indigent 
Prior to the early 18th century, few regulations had been passed that governed the use of 
burial space, at least with respect to the burial places of persons of European descent and for those 
with the financial means or social connections that allowed for interment in a burial ground or 
churchyard. However, for enslaved persons and the indigent, legislation representing increasingly 
strict municipal oversight over burials began to be instituted in the 18th century. Enslaved Africans 
were forcibly transported to New Amsterdam as early as 1626 and the use of forced labor quickly 
became an integral component of the local economy and would remain so until slavery was 
abolished in New York State in 1827 (Frohne 2015). What would become the churchyard of Trinity 
Church was among the most frequently used burial places for New Yorkers of European descent 
in the late 17th century. However, in 1697 the church prohibited the burial of individuals of African 
descent on its grounds (Stokes 1915; Epperson 1999; Frohne 2015). This resulted in the early 
segregation of burial space in Lower Manhattan by the English in the late 17th and early 18th 
centuries. It also suggests that earlier colonial burial spaces, including those established by the 
Dutch, were likely used for the interment of both European colonists and enslaved Africans in the 
years leading up to the ban. What is now known as the “African Burial Ground” was established 
by the late 17th century at the northern end of “the Commons,” public land in the vicinity of what 
is now City Hall Park (Epperson 1999). Its use would have increased after bans on the burial of 
free and enslaved Africans and persons of African descent at other colonial cemeteries. The 
African Burial Ground was situated outside the settled limits of the city and has also been reported 
to have been used for the interment of criminals and the impoverished regardless of ancestry or 
geographic origins, as well as for those of African descent (Foote 2004). 
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In 1722, the Common Council renewed its laws governing the burial of enslaved persons 
in Manhattan, reinforcing the use of segregated burial space (CCCNY 1905 3:300). Further 
restrictions were enacted in 1731 as part of broader attempts by the Common Council to control 
the use of the common lands in Manhattan as well as to control the movement of and use of space 
by enslaved persons throughout the city in an effort to prevent slave uprisings and conspiracies 
(Epperson 1999; Medford, et al. 2009). The laws passed in 1731 mandated that all enslaved persons 
who died in Manhattan south of the Collect Pond—in the general location of the African Burial 
Ground—could be buried only during daylight hours; that no more than 12 slaves could attend any 
one funeral (on penalty of being whipped); and that no “pawls”3 or “pawl bearers” were permitted 
at funerals for enslaved persons (CCCNY 1905 4:88). The final restriction has been interpreted as 
the removal of symbolism and cultural influences from funerals held for the enslaved, resulting in 
the suppression of the cultural identities of the enslaved population (Barto 1992:B-3-2). It has also 
been interpreted as an attempt to prevent enslaved persons from adopting traditions associated with 
European (and more specifically, Christian) funerals (ibid). Despite the restrictions on enslaved 
persons’ mobility and access to certain places, few regulations appear to have been imposed on 
the physical aspects of burial. Enslaved persons were therefore able to utilize burial customs 
consistent with their own cultural traditions and beliefs, as was documented during the 
archaeological investigation of the African Burial Ground in the early 1990s (Epperson 1999; 
Foote 2004). Following the closure of the African Burial Ground in 1795, the City of New York 
and Trinity Church assisted with the purchase of the Second African Burial Ground, also known 
as the Saint Phillip’s Church cemetery on what is now the Lower East Side, continuing the practice 
of the municipally-sanctioned segregation of burial space into the late 18th and early 19th centuries 
 
3 Burial cloths, also known as palls. 
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(Historical Perspectives, Inc. [“HPI”] 2003b). Municipal regulations do not appear to have had as 
profound an effect on the interment of enslaved persons outside of Lower Manhattan during most 
of the colonial period, during which time many enslaved persons were presumably buried on the 
farms and homesteads that were maintained using forced labor. 
In addition to regulations governing the burial of individuals of African descent, the early-
18th-century colonial government made efforts to manage and regulate the City’s potter’s field, 
which was at the time the only burial location managed by the city. The 1731 Montgomerie Charter 
had made efforts to prevent the transportation of paupers to the colony of New York (Stokes 
1915:192). However, by the late 18th century, after several generations had resided in the region 
and the nature of urban life created socio-economic stratification, the City eventually found a need 
for social welfare institutions such as workhouses. The first pauper’s burial site was established 
on the ground of the Almshouse, adjacent to the African Burial Ground, in the mid-1730s and 
cemetery sites on that parcel were expanded over time (CCCNY 1917 1:185, 573; 2:92, 207). The 
City’s government was charged with hiring and paying a superintendent who served as both 
caretaker and gravedigger, and who was paid by the burial (CCCNY 1917 2:210).  
Concerns About Health and Sanitation after the Revolutionary War 
The increase in development that followed the end of the Revolutionary War resulted in 
the encroachment of the City on previously-established burial spaces. This ultimately resulted in 
the passage of legal restrictions that banned burials within an increasingly large portion of what is 
now New York City (see Figure 6). At the same time, public conceptions of health and sanitation 
were beginning to shift and misunderstandings of how diseases were transmitted generated a wide-
ranging fear of burial sites in densely populated areas where epidemics of disease were particularly 
savage (Burrows and Wallace 1999). Yellow Fever swept through the city in 1795, 1798, 1805,  
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and 1822, killing thousands of citizens and overwhelming the city’s potter’s field, which at that 
time was in the location of what is now Washington Square Park (ibid). This prompted the 
establishment of the city’s Board of Health, which shone a light on what it considered to be public 
health hazards: poorly maintained properties; quarantine hospitals; and burial sites used for those 
who died of pestilential diseases (ibid). At the time, “miasma theory” prevailed, in which it was 
believed that “city burial grounds were contaminating agents that emitted noxious vapors” 
resulting in the spread of disease (Yalom 2008:43). The volumes of the Minutes of the Common 
Council issued in the first decades of the 19th century describe numerous efforts made by the City 
to limit the movement of the dead throughout the city; to control interment so that diseased corpses 
wouldn’t infect the living; and to outlaw the practice of autopsy and medical dissection to prevent 
the spread of disease (Burrows and Wallace 1999). This was the start of the City’s efforts to place 
greater physical separation between the dead and the living, both in terms of vertical depth and 
horizontal distance. 
With the establishment of the Board of Health, the Common Council began to regulate not 
only cemeteries, but the individual graves within them. Such regulation began in the late 18th 
century and intensified in the early 19th century. In 1798, the Common Council moved to address 
complaints that graves excavated by the sextons—those responsible for interring the dead in the 
city’s churchyards and other burial places—were too shallow and that corpses were carried through 
the city’s sidewalks, exposing members of the public to various diseases (CCCNY 1917 2:469). 
The following year, after much discussion and revision of proposed legal actions to combat the 
spread of disease, the Common Council determined that burials within churchyards4 “in the 
 
4 The law as reproduced in the Minutes of the Common Council only specifically mentions churchyards, and religious 
cemeteries (both churchyards and stand-alone cemeteries owned by religious orders) were the only type of cemetery 
in use in Lower Manhattan at the time with the exception of municipally-controlled cemeteries. 
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compact part of the city” be banned between June 1 and November 1—thereby eliminating the 
transportation of dead bodies through crowded areas during the hottest months of the year 
(CCCNY 1917 2:506). Furthermore, the Council decreed that all graves were to be dug to a 
minimum depth of six feet, one of the first legal definitions of extent to which the dead must be 
physically separated from the living (ibid).  
While these relatively minimal restrictions on burials were in place for several years, after 
the turn of the 19th century, the City government began to claim greater control over burial space. 
The physical limits of those areas where burials were restricted were more clearly defined in 1804, 
when burials were banned in that part of Manhattan south and west of Pump Street and Nicholas 
Street (see Figure 6), two early streets in the vicinity of what is now Canal Street to the east of the 
historical location of the Collect Pond (CCCNY 1917 3:462). Burials were still allowed in those 
areas so long as the bodies were interred in vaults or graves situated at least six feet below the 
ground surface, and so long as the excavation of a grave shaft would not disturb human remains 
in other graves, as was the case in many crowded churchyards (ibid). The penalty for violating this 
new rule was set at $100.00 (ibid). Furthermore, to address concerns about the spread of diseases 
via public streets during funerals, the burial of any person who died of “any contagious or 
pestilential disease other than the small pox or Measles” was prohibited outright to the south of 
Pump and Nicholas Streets. Restrictions on summer burials appear to have not been added to the 
legislation as actually passed, although the transportation of bodies along public sidewalks was 
banned between the months of June and October, with only a $5.00 fine set for related violations 
(ibid).  
Municipal control of death wasn’t limited only to the physical act of interment. Laws were 
also passed in 1804 that required physicians or surgeons to prepare a written account for all persons 
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who died within the boundaries of New York City—the predecessors of what have since evolved 
into modern death certificates—with an additional $25.00 fine for associated violations (CCCNY 
1917 3:576–578). These laws also affected the broader death-related record-keeping across the 
city, as sextons were now required to maintain weekly burial registers listing the date of death, 
name of the deceased, age (in years, months, and days) of the deceased as well as their marital 
status;5 street address; country of origin; cause of and death/disease (ibid). In addition to record-
keeping regulations on the part of those who managed cemeteries, the Corporation of the City of 
New York made the decision to publish lists of deaths in local newspapers every Tuesday, 
changing the very nature of how death was reported and publicized throughout the city (ibid). 
Finally, the City declared that all burials for persons who died within a given week must be made 
before 8:00 AM on Saturdays unless the sexton of a given burial ground presented the city with “a 
reasonable excuse” under threat of a $25.00 penalty (ibid). The City made other efforts to control 
disease by placing greater efforts to on the cleanliness and sanitation of city streets and the owners 
of cemetery properties lining streets were ordered to keep the streets in front of their burial sites 
clean and free of debris, snow, ice, etc. (CCCNY 1917 6:159, 162). Finally, by 1809, the 
construction of burial vaults beneath streets and sidewalks, which was increasingly common in 
Manhattan churchyards otherwise starved for burial space, was formally banned by the Common 
Council (CCCNY 1917 5:595, 611).  
Banning Burials in Manhattan 
When the legal restrictions outlined above failed to stop the outbreak of disease, the 
Common Council made the decision to ban burials outright in certain portions of Manhattan using 
 
5 For marital status, males were categorized as boys, married men, widowers, or bachelors; and females were 
categorized as girls, married women, widows, or maidens. 
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stricter legislation than had been previously passed. Debates regarding the removal of burial spaces 
from urban areas were occurring in other major American cities. This was accompanied by efforts 
to promote more stringent quarantines of infected persons arriving on incoming ships in a 
desperate attempt to prevent a return of diseases such as Yellow Fever, which had been dormant 
until the 1790s, after which time it plagued American cities for several decades (Sloane 1991). The 
transmission of disease was poorly understood by medical professionals and politicians alike. 
Those misunderstandings were a driving force behind what would eventually become the 
banishment of the dead from urban centers both across the country and around the world (ibid). 
The first significant, lasting piece of legislation in New York was the “Law Respecting the 
Interment of the Dead,” which was implemented in 1823 amid an outcry from local churches and 
members of the public who opposed it (CCCNY 1917 14:576). The law affected human interments 
south of a line that passed through the center of Canal Street between the Hudson River and 
Sullivan Street, before traveling one block north along Sullivan and continued east down Grand 
Street to the East River (see Figure 6). It was drafted the year after a major outbreak of Yellow 
Fever in 1822 that was thought to have originated in the vicinity of Trinity Church, where new 
public burial vaults had recently been constructed (ibid). The original law as passed in March 1823, 
and intended to go into effect on June 1, 1823, had four provisions: 1) all in-ground burials south 
of the Canal/Grand street line would be banned; 2) all burials within vaults except for existing 
private family vaults would be banned;6 3) no new vaults could be constructed south of the line; 
and 4) new regulations governing the opening and use of vaults were introduced for the first time. 
 
6 At the time, many churchyards maintained general vaults for the use of all parishioners or members of the public 
while others sold individual vaults to families, which were used less frequently as members of a given family passed 
away.  
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By the time the law was actually enacted, the second provision had been removed in deference to 
private vault owners who had lobbied against the legislation (ibid).  
Despite the changes made to appease private vault owners, the law was heavily protested 
for the next several years, with local churches filing complaints with the City and asking the 
government to make exceptions to allow their burial grounds to remain in use. In 1825, the New 
York Evening Post published several rebukes of the law, saying, “New York is the only city in 
existence, and we speak with confidence, that has caused the dead to be removed to a distance in 
order to preserve the health of the living” (Evening Post 1825a:2). The paper also referred to the 
laws as “arbitrary and oppressive measures of certain individuals who happen to be in office” 
(Evening Post 1825b:2). This began a series of public debates both in public and in the press in 
which doctors and public health professionals from around the world voiced their opinions both 
for and against the legislation. Those in favor of the law argued that in-ground interments in 
densely populated urban areas allowed for the transfer of disease through the soil while the 
impermeable walls of vaults prevented such transmissions (CCCNY 1917 14:624). Others 
countered that standard graves were more likely to remain undisturbed while vaults were opened 
on a somewhat regular basis, creating a greater health hazard as decomposing remains were 
exposed to the air (ibid). Private citizens who resided near cemeteries provided testimony 
describing the horrors of living near open vaults in summertime (CCCNY 1917 14:627). Others 
begged for permission to continue to use their family vaults so that their deceased relatives could 
rest in peace together as a family unit for what they hoped/assumed would be eternity (CCCNY 
1917 15:492). Contemporary newspaper accounts indicate that some wealthier residents of 
downtown Manhattan simply paid the $250 fine and continued to use existing burial grounds in 
flagrant violation of the law (The Evening Post 1823). The Common Council’s published minutes 
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contain many references to both churches and individuals having been fined for illegal interments 
in the years immediately following the ban (CCCNY 1917 15:737; 16:179; 17:741). The Council 
was also suspicious that illegal burials were occurring at cemeteries, namely Trinity Church, at 
night when they were less likely to be detected (CCCNY 1917 16:199). 
In 1827, despite years of backlash, the city proposed extending the line of the burial ban 
further north to the line of 14th street (CCCNY 1917 16:135). The proposed change would not 
apply to private family vaults or to the locations of plots that hadn’t yet been used for human 
interment and could still therefore be excavated without disturbing older burials (ibid). The 
proposal to allow for the continued use of private family vaults was intended to address the issues 
of disease whiles still “avoiding a total disruption of established customs…[that were] dear to 
many” (Sloane 1991:39). It was suggested at that time that a register of private family vaults be 
established to clearly identify those vaults in which individuals could be legally interred (CCCNY 
1917 16:135). These amendments do not appear to have taken place, however, and extending the 
line of the burial ban to 14th Street was again suggested and ultimately enacted several years later 
in 1838 (see Figure 6) (New York Daily Herald 1838a). The extension of the burial ban was again 
protested by persons wishing to have existing cemeteries remain in use. While special permission 
was granted to the New York Marble Cemetery, founded in 1830, allowing for its continued use,7 
the ban went into effect that year (Evening Post 1838a; New York Daily Herald 1838b). The 
Marble Cemetery’s limestone vaults and dry surrounding soil were generally considered to be 
more hygienic than those made of brick, which were thought to lead to more rapid decay of the 
remains interred within (Guy 1845:30).  
 
 
7 This special permission also appears to have been granted to the nearby New York City Marble Cemetery. 
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Banning Burials in Brooklyn 
By the 1840s, the recently-incorporated City of Brooklyn began to follow Manhattan’s lead 
with respect to the banning of human burials within densely developed urban areas. In 1845, 
Brooklyn’s Common Council, modeled after that of New York, passed “A Law to Regulate the 
Burial of the Dead” (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1845). That law required sextons to inter only those 
individuals for whom death certificates had been issued (ibid). Two years later, the City of 
Brooklyn passed legislation requiring that burials be at a depth of at least four feet below the 
ground surface except those located in vaults with a $100.00 penalty levied for each week that a 
body remained at shallower depths (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1847a). A second law passed at the 
same time made it illegal to inter any bodies within two miles of Brooklyn’s City Hall after June 
1, 1848, with a $100.00 penalty for each offense (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1847b). This boundary 
was later refined to Wards 1 through 6 (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1849a). Brooklyn’s residents appear 
to have protested the laws less voraciously than residents of Manhattan had in the 1820s. Local 
churches made efforts to have their vaults exempted from the ban, the City of Brooklyn refused to 
make such exceptions (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1849b). Public opinion appears to have been more 
in favor with the laws in Brooklyn, and an editorial published in the Brooklyn Daily Eagle strongly 
supported the legislation, commenting: 
The evil of city burials is a great and growing one…No subject is more deserving 
of the attention of our Board of Health than this, and no one has been hitherto so 
much neglected and overlooked. The unsightliness of city grounds, the effluvia from 
them, their liability to be disturbed in the onward march of improvement, the 
impregnation of our wells from the leaking of their receptacles of the dead, are 
among the evils that should be remedied by wise legislation and preventative 
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means. Let other cities and towns follow the example set by the City of Brooklyn, 
and soon this evil will be banished from our densely crowded populations 
(Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1847c:2).  
State Regulations, the Rural Cemetery Movement, and Shifts in Burial Practice 
By the 1840s, several decades of increasingly stringent burial legislation began to result in 
visible changes to burial customs in use in New York City and had a significant influence on the 
deathscape. These changes ultimately inspired new legislation to govern the rapid removal of 
human remains that were being disinterred from older cemeteries and brought to new burial 
locations. The relocation of remains first brought reburials further north in Manhattan and later out 
into the other boroughs, most frequently into Queens and Brooklyn. This removal was driven 
largely by a series of state laws passed in the 1840s, one of which dramatically and permanently 
altered the deathscape and paved the way for the creation of the burial landscape seen in New York 
City today. The first of the state laws, passed in 1842, ruled that religious societies could not 
disinter remains from vaults or cemeteries that had active burials within the preceding three years 
without obtaining the written consent of at least three-fourths of the congregation (Snyder 
1887:146). Several other state ordinances were passed in 1842 that related to the specific use of 
religious cemeteries in the state, including rules pertaining to a religious society’s ability to 
establish new cemeteries and to govern the use of cemeteries according to the rules of the religious 
institution (ibid).  
It was the passage of the 1847 Rural Cemetery Act, however, that resulted in the most 
sweeping changes to cemeteries in the region as small churchyards and local cemeteries were 
rapidly replaced by large-scale, park-like burial grounds intended to serve as rural oases within 
American cities (Sloane 1991). Now commonly referred to as the “Rural Cemetery Movement,” 
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the trend towards large, park-like cemeteries in America is often to have started with the 
establishment of Mount Auburn Cemetery in Cambridge, Massachusetts in 1831 (ibid). The 
movement was also heavily influenced by the large, romantically-designed cemetery of Père 
Lachaise, which opened in Paris, France in 1804 (Etlin 1984:ix). Mount Auburn Cemetery was 
seen as a solution to the urban burial dilemma that plagued Boston in a manner similar to what 
was happening in New York City at the same time (Sloane 1991). The manufactured, curated 
landscapes of the rural cemeteries were immediately appealing to urban residents in the 
northeastern United States and tied into themes of romanticism that characterized art, architecture, 
and culture at the time. Furthermore, the movement followed the sweeping economic and social 
changes that were transforming America in the first half of the 19th century, making “the rural 
cemetery…a microcosm of the changes occurring throughout America” (ibid:57).  
While described as “rural,” such cemeteries were often situated in urban peripheries and 
were not necessarily located in rural areas as defined by the density of development and population 
(Sloane 1991). The name instead reflects the influence of “the romantic conventions of English 
landscape gardening” and were intended to create an impression of a rural setting even in densely 
developed cities (Bender 1974:196). An 1846 map and lithograph of Green-Wood Cemetery’s 
earliest sections8 by Smillie and Lawrence reflects the romanticism of its early landscape design, 
showing pastoral scenes with weeping willows cascading over ponds, towering monuments and 
large vaults, and narrow pathways winding around hills (see Figure 7, Map A). Romanticism was 
encoded into the idyllic names of designated burial sections and road names, such as “Butternut 
Hill,” “Sunny Dell,” “Poet’s Mound,” “Green-Isle Water,” and “Dusky Valley.” A similar map of 
the earliest sections of Woodlawn Cemetery—the largest rural cemetery in the Borough of the  
 
8 The cemetery was later expanded through the addition of additional land. 
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Bronx—issued by the cemetery in 1874 reflects a similar landscape and plot names including 
“Crown Grove,” “Observatory Plot,” “Aurora Hill,” and “Sylvan Dell” (see Figure 7, Map B).  
Rural cemeteries initially acted in the same role as modern urban parks, which many cities 
had not yet begun to construct, and which were themselves ultimately inspired by rural cemeteries 
and provided resting space for the dead and recreational space for the living (Bender 1974; French 
1974). Rural cemeteries drew both tourists and residents alike, serving as “pleasure grounds” for 
carriage rides and other leisure activities (Linden-Ward 1992:294). This served to change how the 
living residents of cities envisioned, utilized, and, ultimately, protected cemeteries (French 1974:). 
The role of mourning played a greater role in 19th century life as weekly visits to cemeteries to 
visit the graves of friends and family became increasingly common (Sloane 2018:90). Folk 
traditions commonly used in gravestone carving in the 17th and 18th century went out of fashion 
as those who had the means to afford interment in rural cemeteries opted for larger, more ornate 
gravestones (Sloane 1991; Baugher and Veit 2014). Rural cemeteries also represented the 
increasing commercialization of death, as many were owned by private entities or religious 
organizations individual graves became commodities up for sale, providing individual ownership  
of burial locations unlike that which had been available to private citizens in the past (Sloane 
1991). 
Rural cemeteries were established in what is now New York City almost immediately 
following the popularization of the movement. It began with Green-Wood Cemetery opening in 
Brooklyn in 1838 and the Trinity Church Cemetery and Mausoleum established in northern 
Manhattan in 1843 (Inskeep 2000). New York State’s 1847 rural cemetery law allowed for and 
even encouraged the transition of cemeteries from basic necessities into formal business 
enterprises. The 1847 legislation set the parameters for how cemetery corporations were to be 
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organized and operated, including the minimum number of trustees required (seven); the maximum 
amount of land allowed for each cemetery (200 acres); how plots were to be divided and sold; and 
how stock in ownership could be distributed among investors (Snyder 1887:150–154). The law 
was updated several times throughout the 19th century as legal requirements were added and 
revised as necessary, but the general tenets of the original law remained the same (ibid). With an 
update made in 1878, the legal right to both burial and the protection of graves was formalized for 
the first time, and the “right to bury a corpse and to preserve its remains” was formally protected 
as “a legal right which courts of law will recognize and protect” (ibid:147). With the passage of 
the Rural Cemetery Act, the deathscape of what is now New York City changed not only rapidly 
but spectacularly. As will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5, following the Act, cemeteries grew 
far larger than they had ever been before and were placed at increasingly far distances from the 
city’s urban core.  
One additional ordinance governing Manhattan’s burials went into effect on May 1, 1851, 
in which all burials south of 86th Street were banned with the exception of private vaults and the 
creation of new cemeteries and burial places within Manhattan (then representing both New York 
City and New York County in their entirety) with a $250.00 penalty due for violations (Evening 
Post 1851a). While burials could still legally take place in previously-established cemeteries north 
of the line and in private vaults south of the line,9 this effectively served as the end of the regular 
practice of human interments in the densely populated parts of Manhattan and made the outer 
boroughs a haven for the dead. Through the end of the 19th century and into the beginning of the 
 
9 The only active cemetery within Manhattan is the Trinity Church Cemetery and Mausoleum, established in northern 
Manhattan in 1843, which continues to sell plots to dignitaries and notable residents, such as Mayor Ed Koch, who 
died in 2013 (Stillman 2015). The New York Marble Cemetery, established in 1830, also allows continued use of its 
vaults and recently offered the sale of vaults that were unclaimed and unused after a period of 75 years; however, 
given the infrequency of burials in the vaults, the cemetery is defined as preserved for the purposes of this study (ibid). 
The vaults were still unsold as of 2019 (Margolies 2019). 
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20th, massive rural cemeteries continued to be established throughout the outer boroughs and 
older, smaller cemeteries were rapidly redeveloped. While the remains of those buried in 
redeveloped cemeteries were often removed to new plots in rural cemeteries,10 the remains of an 
unknown number of New Yorkers were simply left behind to decay or to be disturbed by later 
construction efforts.  
  
 
10 The map of Woodlawn Cemetery included in Figure 7 depicts several plots associated with relocated cemeteries.  
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CHAPTER 3:  
THEORETICAL INFLUENCES AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
THEORETICAL INFLUENCES ON THE PRESENT STUDY 
The practice of archaeology always involves the study of past cultures. However, only the 
archaeological investigation of burial sites allows an archaeologist to have a physical, if not 
emotional, interaction with those members of a past culture (Parker Pearson 1999; Joyce 2015; 
Rajala 2016). These interactions can occur as a result of excavation or non-penetrative studies of 
burial sites. Though deceased, mortuary populations retain aspects of the identities they carried 
throughout life, which may be visible to the archaeologist in ways that aren’t always accessible 
during the investigation of sites where human remains are not present. Given these complexities, 
the archaeological analysis of cemetery sites requires that an archaeologist borrow from a wide 
range of anthropological and archaeological theory in the quest to understand a mortuary 
population as well as its associated culture(s).  
This study represents an effort to understand and document New York City’s historic 
period burial grounds and the significant influence of urban development and colonial/post-
colonial power structures on the establishment, modification, and obliteration of the city’s 
cemeteries. It was guided largely by the vast body of theory generated by historical and urban 
archaeologists over the last half century. However, this study was also influenced greatly by 
critical aspects of the bodies of theory surrounding mortuary archaeological/cemetery studies; the 
archaeological concept of landscapes (and more specifically, deathscapes); and the anthropological 
concepts of spatial organization and sense of space and place. However, this analysis also 
reinterprets some bodies of thought so as to better apply to the fluid, changing nature of New York 
City’s deathscape. Whereas many previous studies, especially those in rural areas, focus on 
identifying static, universal truths, this investigation seeks to focus on the ways that portion of the 
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deathscape that involved cemeteries was transformed over time in response to broader changes in 
the socio-cultural, political/financial, and physical settings in which the deathscape was situated. 
These influences are described in greater detail below. 
Historical/Urban Archaeology 
The present study is in essence a historical archaeological assessment—and more 
specifically an urban historical archaeological assessment—of New York City’s historic period 
cemeteries and burial locations. As a relatively new theoretical discipline first developed in the 
1960s and 1970s, urban archaeology is devoted to both the practice of archaeology within the 
context of cities as well as the study of the forces of urbanization that create and modify cities 
(Salwen 1973; Salwen 1978). In cities, where available land is typically scarce, land is regularly 
redeveloped “as each group builds on the remains of the last” within what is typically a densely 
concentrated, highly populated area (Cantwell and Wall 2001:8). Urban archaeological sites, 
including cemeteries, can therefore represent a rich mosaic of past lives, involving not only 
different time periods, but also overlapping identities of past individuals and groups in far denser 
concentrations than is seen in more culturally homogenous rural areas. Urban archaeology is 
therefore the study of both the development and re-development of “the modern city [which] is 
the most complex artifact…that humanity has ever created” (Salwen 1978:459). More specifically, 
it is the “study of relationships between material culture, human behavior, and cognition in an 
urban setting…in which the density of settlement and the amount of human energy expended per 
unit of land area are considerably greater than in the surrounding region” (Staski 1982:97).  
Bert Salwen, a professor of archaeology at New York University, is often described as the 
“father” of urban archaeology given his extensive efforts to promote the archaeology of cities as 
an area of academic discourse (Rothschild 1990:104; Rothschild and Wall 2014:20). Salwen 
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argued that cities were deserving of more intensive archaeological focus, as they were the site of 
increased amounts of cultural activity compared to sites in rural areas (Salwen 1978:458). 
Salwen’s early focus was therefore on the archaeology not only in a city, but on the archaeology 
of a city, meaning that those qualities that define a site’s urbanity are themselves artifacts worthy 
of archaeological analysis (Salwen 1973:151). While urban archaeological studies have 
contributed to the archaeological record of many northeastern cities, including Philadelphia (e.g., 
Powell 1962; Yamin 2008) and Boston (e.g., Pendery 1990; Cheek 1998; Keim 2013), the 
available literature is dominated by sites pertaining to New York City, where the theory was 
developed and expanded.  
This study uses traditional aspects of historical archaeological theory in its research and 
critical analysis of historical documents. Documents were assessed critically to both determine the 
accuracy of historical descriptions of cemeteries. Such critical analysis allows an archaeologist to 
identify biases in how burial sites of different cultural groups may have been described in—or 
omitted from—the documentary record (Galloway 2006:42). The records accessed as part of this 
study include both primary sources that document the exact locations of burial sites—or what was 
purported to be the locations of such sites—as well as secondary sources describing the placement 
and use of cemeteries in the past. It is clear that some groups and their associated cemeteries, 
notably the indigent and individuals of African and Native American descent, are less visible in 
the documentary record, which was largely maintained by persons of European descent and/or 
those in political power or with advanced socio-economic advantages. Some bias also exists as a 
result of certain historical documents simply being not preserved or otherwise inaccessible to the 
public, and as such, the lack of information on the cemeteries of certain groups or locations is 
underrepresented in the documentary record (ibid:49). Therefore, specific efforts were made to 
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identify the locations of burial areas that may not have been sufficiently documented during the 
historic period, as described in Chapters 4 and 5. In addition, this study focuses on the pace and 
influence of urban development in the spatial arrangement of cemeteries and the re-use of space. 
This is critical to the study of New York City’s cemeteries as many of the area’s burial grounds 
were established in previously rural areas that later became urbanized. When compared with rural 
areas where rates of cemetery preservation appear to be higher, the influence of the urban 
environment is clear in New York City. For example, the state of Connecticut features a surface 
area of just over 5,543 square miles—more than 18 times that of New York City—and a population 
of more than 3.5 million as of 2019—representing less than half the number of people living in 
New York City (United States Census Bureau 2018; United States Census Bureau 2019). The 
Charles R. Hale Collection of Cemetery Records11 has documented 2,269 cemeteries across the 
state, an unknown portion of which have been obliterated (New Horizons Genealogy 2008). The 
527 cemeteries identified within the modern boundaries of New York City as part of this study (an 
average of 1.74 cemeteries per square mile) is higher in density than cemeteries across all of 
Connecticut (0.41 cemeteries per square mile). In this way, Salwen’s statement that cities appear 
to have more densely-packed culture and therefore archaeological sites does indeed appear to be 
true for burial places. Furthermore, as explored through this study, cemeteries appear to have 
played a role in the process of urbanization and were used as a tool to encourage, guide, and 
redefine development and redevelopment in some parts of New York as urban areas encroached 
on rural areas and as the urban core was reimagined and reconstructed over time, a process that is 
still on-going.  
 
11 This collection was assembled in the early 1930s and the extent to which it completely represents the deathscape of 
Connecticut is unknown. Few modern studies documenting the cemeteries across larger rural areas could be located 
during this literature review for the purposes of comparison with urban areas such as New York.  
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Mortuary Archaeology 
Burial sites are among the most intimate contexts through which archaeologists can study 
past societies. Because of this, human graves have always been a subject of fascination for 
archaeologists and the relic-hunters who preceded them. The disinterment and subsequent study 
of skeletal material—and the artifacts and ecofacts buried with them—as part of archaeological 
investigations has gone through numerous transformations. Early antiquarians and cultural 
historians working in North America routinely excavated burials, many of them from Native 
American sites, to satisfy nationalist agendas and fill museum collections (Murray 2014: 189). 
Mortuary archaeology was gradually transformed into a more scientific, anthropological effort 
with the establishment of Processual archaeology, when archaeologists such as Lewis Binford 
dramatically changed the way that archaeologists examined and interpreted burial sites (Binford 
1971). With the rise of Post-Processual archaeology and the movements that followed, the scope 
of mortuary archaeology transitioned beyond studies of social organization and socio-economic 
status to include studies of materiality, agency, and identity (Arnold and Jeske 2014). 
Advancements in mortuary archaeological theory and science that have rapidly evolved since the 
mid- to late 20th century, resulting in the evolution of the modern field of bioarchaeology 
(Knudson and Stojanowski 2008). Bioarchaeology involves the study of skeletal material using a 
combination of transdisciplinary techniques including biological science and osteology as well as 
anthropological and social theory (ibid). The relationship between different stakeholders, 
including both archaeologists and members of descendant communities, has also changed 
dramatically in recent decades, as stakeholders have been given a greater voice in the 
archaeological excavation of human remains, with the excavation of the African Burial Ground in 
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New York City marking a turning point in the inclusion of stakeholder groups and descendant 
communities in cemetery investigations (Orser 2007:23–26).  
Modern mortuary archaeology typically involves an interdisciplinary approach guided by 
theoretical contributions from cultural anthropology, archaeology, and bioarchaeology, among 
others (Arnold and Jeske 2014). Increased attention has been directed at studying burial sites at 
different scales, ranging from macro-scale studies of deathscapes (which as described previously, 
include more than just cemetery locations), to meso-scale analyses of specific cemeteries, to the 
micro-scale analysis of individual graves (Goldstein 1995; Maddrell and Sidaway 2016; Nash 
2018). These multi-scalar analyses grant archaeologists different lenses through which to view the 
social role of the dead and how it is transformed. They also provide insight into how living 
communities continue to interact with—or in some cases avoid—the mortuary population. Social 
processes affecting both the living and the dead include the processes of remembering and 
forgetting, which are often tied to the spatial organization of burial sites and their proximity to the 
landscape of the living (Parker Pearson 1999; Williams 2003; Maddrell and Sidaway 2016).  
The intersectionality of identity in burial sites and the documentation of deviant burials 
have also become a significant area of inquiry in mortuary archaeology, particularly with respect 
to characteristics such as class/socio-economic status, gender, and race/ethnicity (Parker Pearson 
1999). Much of early mortuary archaeology was focused on issues pertaining to class/socio-
economic status and political power (Binford 1971). While this remains a topic of inquiry in the 
present, investigations place greater emphasis on social complexity and social differentiation at a 
broader scale supplemented by bioarchaeological markers indicating access to resources (Parker 
Pearson 1999:75–94). While investigations of specific identity categories are difficult in macro-
scale analyses such as this study, efforts have been made to identify characteristics such as socio-
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economic status, gender, and ethnicity in New York City’s cemeteries at the broader 
group/cemetery level. Advancements have also been made in the archaeological study of race and 
ethnicity in mortuary settings, which vary widely according to the type of investigation being 
completed (e.g., forensic examinations as opposed to academic investigations) (Walsh-Haney and 
Boys 2015:123). Recent efforts have also been made to change how gender is examined through 
mortuary archaeology. This has involved greater efforts placed on identifying engendered 
differences in both burial practices and cultural imprints left on the bones themselves while at the 
same time avoiding categorizing gender and gendered expressions according to dichotomies and 
extremes (Arnold 2007:125–126).Arnold (2007:112) suggests that with respect to cemeteries, 
gender can be observed at various scales including at the landscape level, at the individual 
cemetery level, and with respect to factors including method of disposal, orientation and position 
of the grave, spatial patterning of grave goods, and the type and volume of grave goods.  
The Spatial Organization of Deathscapes and Anthropological Concepts of Place 
In recent years, increased focus has been placed on the spatial organization of cemeteries 
and on the marked use of space and cultural sense of place that are invoked by and imbued within 
cemeteries (Parker Pearson 1993; Cannon 2002; Ashmore and Geller 2016). These spatial analyses 
focus on organization within cemeteries, between cemeteries, and between the spaces allocated to 
both the dead and the living (Parker Pearson 1999; Baugher and Veit 2014). Broader 
archaeological theory has long focused on the importance of place and the use of particular spaces 
for specific activities and with respect to the location of particular artifacts (i.e., provenience). It 
has also focused on the importance of specific places to the individuals or groups who occupied 
them and the manner in which those individuals experienced and inhabited space (Pauls 2006). 
Space and place are culturally-produced concepts and the importance of a particular place or use 
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of space can vary widely between cultural groups (Low 2017:6). Space has been defined as “those 
areas that have little meaning for the beholder” (Pauls 2006:66). It is “neither neutral nor natural,” 
and its use is heavily influenced by cultural forces and manipulated by both individuals and groups 
(Rothschild 2008:x). Place, on the other hand, is defined as “areas that are more or less laden with 
meaning and memory” (Pauls 2006:66).  
Spatial analyses of cemetery sites specifically are often completed under the broader 
concept of necrogeography, which combines geographical analysis/mapping with archaeological 
interpretation to analyze various components of deathscapes (American Geographical Society 
1967; Francaviglia 1971; Nash 2018; Thornbush and Thornbush 2018). Archaeological analyses 
of space associated with burial places often focus on the “spatial, topographic, and architectural 
juxtapositions” that separate cemetery sites not only from other burial places, but also from space 
delegated to the living (Parker Pearson 1999:125). However, scholars (Basmajian and Coutts 2010; 
Maddrell and Sidaway 2016) have questioned whether or not such recent spatial analysis of burial 
sites and deathscapes have fully explored how space and place relate to the concepts of “death, 
loss, and remembrance,” all of which represent “topics which have yet to be explored fully” 
(Maddrell and Sidaway 2016:2).  
The concepts of space and place vary both within cultural groups and between them. When 
different groups vie for the appropriation of, access to, or ownership of particular places, “the 
impact of competing claims to space and place and the ensuing territorial and cultural conflicts” 
can serve to transform “social relations among ethnic and religious groups, social classes, regions, 
states, and neighborhoods” (Low 2017:1). Therefore, understanding how a given culture utilized 
space for burial purposes and the extent to which the presence of burials creates a sense of place 
is critical to any analysis of cemeteries and/or deathscapes. Of equal importance, however, is 
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examining how some cemeteries are seen as important and worthy of protection while others are 
destroyed. The role of place within a deathscape remains capable of change over time, increasing 
or decreasing a cemetery’s vulnerability, and that change is worthy of study. Burial spaces can 
“sustain or disrupt continuing bonds with the deceased” while those bonds can at the same time 
“sustain and disrupt place” (Jonsson and Walter 2017:406). This can make a cemetery a 
battleground for those attempting to maintain links between the living and the dead and those 
wishing to sever those links in an attempt to claim or reclaim certain places.  
Attempts to protect burial sites from disturbance have been documented for millennia. 
Epitaphs on the tombs of the dead have served as warnings, with one ancient Roman grave 
cautioning, “If anyone violate this sepulcher, let him perish miserably, lie unburied, and not arise, 
but have his lot with Judas” (Pettigrew 1888:194). Similarly, the epitaph on William Shakespeare’s 
grave reads, “Blest be ye man yt spares thes [sic] stones, and curst be he yt moves my bones” (ibid). 
However, the idea that graves are permanent spaces/important or sacred places is a relatively new 
phenomenon connected more closely with ideals largely generated in 19th century American and 
European society (Sloane 1991; Mytum 2004; Cothran and Danylchak 2018). Graves in burial 
locations in the Old World were often understood to be rented from burial ground owners—most 
often religious institutions or local municipal entities—which allowed for the creation of many of 
Europe’s dramatic catacombs, in which human remains are used as materials to create vast artistic 
mosaics (Sloane 1991:3–6). As explained by Woodthorpe (2016), some differentiation has been 
made in London cemeteries between “legal” ownership of a grave and “moral” ownership 
associated with the protection of and respect for the body interred within (Woodthorpe 2016:67). 
It was therefore common in Europe for burial sites to be reused for other purposes as urbanization 
increased in a given area (Sloane 1991:3). Regular exhumations are still practiced in many 
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locations, such as Greece, where the remains are ritually exhumed from graves following 
decomposition, usually in the presence of the families of the deceased, before secondary interment 
in an ossuary (Danforth 1982:55–56). While fewer rituals involving exhumation or the creation of 
artistic osteological displays in catacombs has been documented in the New World, the reuse of 
cemetery space has been a frequent occurrence in North America from the historic period through 
the present. This is especially true in New York City, where urban development and other factors 
resulted in significant shifts in the cultural importance of burial places, including those that were 
considered to be sacred and perpetual and those that were determined to be of lower social value 
alike.  
Those burial sites that are perceived as sacred to certain social groups can also be more 
vulnerable in situations where two different cultures come into contact and one group attempts to 
exert power and influence over the other. As described by Rothschild (2008:x): “part of the power 
of space lies in its materiality…[space] has symbolic dimensions and integrating the intersection 
of space with knowledge and power offers new insights into how cities have changed and will 
continue to change.” Within colonial settings, “boundaries, both cultural (or ethnic) and physical, 
are always being negotiated,” including the boundaries between the shared space of the living and 
the dead (Rothschild 2003:9). It can be said that similar negotiations exist as a result of the 
processes of urban development, migration, and gentrification in post-colonial settings, where 
power structures established during colonial times may still have pervasive influence and where 
groups of differing ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds may vie for access to certain spaces 
and rights to occupy certain places. As a result of the perceived sacredness of cemeteries—
including many of those in New York City—and their close ties with a group’s ideology and 
identity, many cultures actively protect and preserve the integrity of burial locations associated 
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with their own cultures, thereby maintaining and ensuring the continuity of their own group 
identities. For those cemeteries that are not determined to be sacred by those who exert control 
over space as a result of land ownership or financial or political power, the denial of sacredness 
may be linked to similar clashes of identity. These clashes can result in cemeteries becoming the 
scenes of conflict. Those who wield power over a burial ground can choose who is allowed to be 
interred within it, potentially prohibiting the burial of members of other ethnic, religious, or 
cultural groups. Therefore, a cemetery can also represent the selective memorialization of a curated 
group of identities or the obliteration of others. 
As discussed in Chapter 1, spatial analyses of cemetery sites are often completed through 
the lens of a deathscape analysis. Deathscapes are intricately connected to the creation and 
maintenance of identity of the cultural groups responsible for their creation as well as the ways 
that the destruction of cemeteries can be used to suppress the identities of cultural “others” 
(Maddrell and Sidaway 2016:2). Examinations of the use of space for burial purposes such as the 
one completed as part of this research study are of increasing interest to archaeologists studying 
mortuary behavior because of the previously discussed links between the spatial relationships 
between burials and the space of the living and both individual and group concepts of memory, 
space, and place (Goldstein 1995; Cannon 2002; Woodthorpe 2016). The use of a deathscape as 
an analytical tool allows for an examination of how the use and reuse of cemeteries changed over 
time. While a previous analysis of the cemeteries included within New York City’s deathscape has 
not been attempted from an archaeological perspective (discussed in greater detail in the following 
section), spatial analyses have been completed in the New York City area for other aspects of 
urban life. For example, Nan Rothschild’s New York City Neighborhoods: The 18th Century 
examined the spatial analysis of urban landmarks such as markets, taverns, and churches as well 
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as population distribution and the development of ethnic enclaves (Rothschild 2008). This study 
similarly utilizes the concept of space to understand how space was utilized for burials over time 
in New York City from an archaeological perspective for the first time. This was largely 
accomplished through the creation of the GIS database and accompanying maps depicting the 
locations and sizes of cemeteries across the five boroughs (see Appendix 2). In addition to 
investigating space, this study investigates how a sense of place was embodied by burial sites in 
New York City. Specifically, this study investigates how the notion of place has changed over time 
as different cultural groups exerted power over others throughout New York City, often leading to 
the obliteration of burial places. 
Gravestone Studies 
 Studies of tombstones have been completed for decades. Deetz and Dethlefson’s 
publications in the 1960s (Dethlefsen and Deetz 1966; Dethlefsen and Deetz 1967; Deetz and 
Dethlefsen 1967) were among the first seminal works classifying and seriating tombstone 
iconography and inspired similar studies both in the region and across the globe (Stone 1987; 
Meyer 1992; Mytum 2004; Veit and Nonestied 2008; Carioto 2016). The focus of these studies 
tends to be on grave markers and their associated iconography as well as the genealogical 
information contained therein. This dissertation focused on a macro-scale investigation of the 
historic period cemeteries included within New York City’s deathscape and as such, does not focus 
on ideology associated with specific gravestones. However, previous studies of gravestones and 
their inscriptions that were completed as part of archaeological studies (e.g., Deetz and Dethlefsen 
1966); municipal/historical purposes (e.g., Powell and Meigs 1932; Queens Topographical Bureau 
1975; Halporn 1998); or genealogical purposes (e.g., Kings County Genealogical Club 1882; Frost 
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1910, 1912, 1914a, and 1914b) were examined for information on specific cemeteries and for 
insight into broader patterns in socio-cultural approaches to the New York City deathscape.  
The Influence of Cultural Resources Management and Regulatory Agencies 
As a commercial enterprise, archaeology is thriving in New York City. A list maintained 
by the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission identifies more than thirty firms or 
individuals practicing archaeology both in the city and in the surrounding area. While urban 
archaeology is a relatively recent development within the larger realm of archaeological theory, 
archaeology in some form has been practiced in New York City for more than a century. Many 
modern archaeological investigations in New York City involve the study of burial sites to protect 
human remains from urban development.  
Three significant phases of archaeological thought and inquiry led to—and greatly 
informed—modern urban archaeological work in New York City. By the dawn of Post-
Processualism in the 1980s, urban archaeology in New York City had become dominated by CRM, 
also known as “contract archaeology” (Goodby 1994:52; Rothschild and Wall 2014:27). 
Archaeological sites in New York City are protected by various laws at the local, state, and federal 
levels and the passing of these laws corresponded with—and brought about the evolution of—the 
beginnings of the CRM industry. These laws are written in such a way that archaeological 
resources are considered part of the local environment and archaeological sites are therefore 
protected against development-related impacts in much the same way that natural resources (e.g., 
forests and wetlands) and air and water quality are protected. The majority of archaeology that 
occurs in New York City is completed as part of the environmental review process within the realm 
of CRM. Though CRM employs the majority of archaeologists working in urban settings today, 
the theoretical models guiding it have remained static and largely stuck in the Processualist models 
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that were in place when the industry began (Goodby 1994:52). At the same time, archaeological 
theory in academia has grown and expanded, reshaping the way archaeologists interpret material 
culture in ways that have been slow to penetrate the world of CRM (ibid). However, CRM 
investigations tend to produce significantly larger amounts of data that can be utilized for later 
research. Archaeological collections owned by the City of New York are stored at the New York 
City Artifact Repository/The Nan A. Rothschild Research Center, where they are accessible to 
researchers seeking to compare and contrast material culture types or otherwise connect with the 
physical remnants of past ways of life in New York City. Most of the collections in the repository 
were obtained as a result of CRM investigations.  
The majority of modern archaeological investigations of burial sites in New York City have 
also been completed as part of CRM investigations. However, the extent to which mortuary 
archaeology theory and osteological/bioarchaeological analysis have been prioritized has varied. 
While the investigation of the African Burial Ground and the Spring Street Church burial vaults 
both resulted in extensive, thorough anthropological investigations with influences from a variety 
of theoretical backgrounds, the excavation of most cemeteries in New York City—including the 
two mentioned above—occurs only once cemeteries are threatened by—or exposed during—urban 
development. Therefore, such studies are largely focused on the rapid relocation of burial sites to 
allow for the site’s redevelopment. This is often done without emphasis on analysis of the relocated 
remains or the extended anthropological analysis of the cemetery’s place in the larger New York 
City deathscape. Therefore, while the available literature derived from CRM investigations 
includes extensive historical information on cemeteries, it tends to lack intensive bioarchaeological 
analysis or investigations of the roles of individual cemeteries within the larger deathscape of New 
York City. 
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 However, these investigations serve as valuable case studies that when synthesized, can 
reveal information about how cemetery space was used and reused throughout New York City 
from the historic period through the present. Dozens of CRM reports exist in the gray literature 
that document and discuss New York City’s cemeteries, including many of those that have been 
obliterated. Regulatory agencies including LPC and the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation, and Historic Preservation (“NYSOPRHP”), which also operates as the New York State 
Historic Preservation Office (“NYSHPO”) maintain lists of areas potentially sensitive for human 
remains. However, these are not readily accessible to the public and certain records can only be 
viewed on-site. LPC maintains digital and paper files associated with its New York City Cemetery 
Survey (“LPC Cemetery Research Files”). The research in these files has been gradually compiled 
by various researchers (including the author) over several decades. Each cemetery included within 
the collection (including obliterated cemeteries in addition to those that are still active or 
preserved) is represented by a folder with various information, including an information summary 
page and copies of supplemental research information (e.g., maps, newspaper articles, etc.) 
documenting the history and use of each cemetery. LPC also maintains a point-based GIS database 
of individual parcels that are potentially sensitive for human remains associated with historic 
period burial sites. The database is accessible only to LPC employees and cannot be viewed by the 
general public. While somewhat comprehensive, LPC’s database is designed to aid LPC in its role 
in the oversight of the archaeological resources component of the environmental review process 
and to assist the commission in the identification of locations requiring more in-depth review as 
part of CRM investigations. It does not specifically involve the analysis of New York City’s 
deathscape or the cemeteries within it. Similarly, NYSOPRHP maintains a list of reported 
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cemeteries in the New York State Cultural Resources Information System (CRIS).12 This 
information is presented as a point-based GIS layer accessible to qualified cultural resources 
professionals who have applied for permission to access sensitive archaeological information. 
However, this information is limited only to extant cemeteries and those cemetery sites that have 
been reported to or otherwise identified by NYSOPRHP. It is therefore significantly limited, both 
in New York City and across New York State.  
PREVIOUS ANALYSES OF NEW YORK CITY’S CEMETERIES  
There have been several previous attempts to identify burial locations within the New York 
City area, but nearly all have been prepared for the purposes of historical or genealogical study 
and few efforts have been made to assess patterns of land use from an archaeological perspective. 
Meade (2006) included an archeological study of the cemeteries of Queens and Staten Island in a 
manner that focused largely on identifying the locations of historical cemeteries and identifying 
patterns regarding preservation and obliteration of cemeteries in those two boroughs. However, to 
date, there has not been a comprehensive survey of the locations of cemeteries across all of New 
York City that addresses all the research issues associated with deathscapes as outlined above in 
significant detail. David Charles Sloane’s 1991 The Last Great Necessity is a critically important 
study of the growth and evolution of cemeteries in New York City and across North America. 
While it doesn’t identify or describe many individual cemeteries, it is one of few works that 
analyzes the transition of the deathscape from the earliest periods of colonial occupation through 
the present. It served as an important influence for the categorization of cemeteries in this study in 
order to facilitate the analysis that revealed new information about New York City’s deathscape 
and the role that cemeteries played in it.  
 
12 https://cris.parks.ny.gov/ 
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Other studies of New York’s cemeteries have largely focused on the role of cemeteries in 
the deathscape as it exists at present, with less emphasis on how it has transformed over time. Of 
all of the previous studies of New York City’s cemeteries, Carolee Inskeep’s 2000 work, The 
Graveyard Shift, is perhaps the most comprehensive and ambitious work that is accessible to the 
general public. Inskeep describes hundreds of current and former cemeteries in New York City 
and provides a limited bibliography and contact information for individuals seeking further 
information about specific cemeteries and the individuals interred within. The book, which was 
published by Ancestry.com, appears to have been designed to aid those conducting genealogical 
research. As such, it does not contain maps or visual aids to help researchers locate cemeteries or 
understand their size or spatial layout. It therefore lacks much of the critical historical and spatial 
information required to address research questions designed to explore New York City’s 
deathscape. Furthermore, Inskeep’s book lacks in-depth research and citation information to 
confirm the location, or even existence, of many of the reported burial locations included within. 
However, it does serve as an important starting point for the identification of cemeteries in New 
York City.  
While Inskeep’s book is one of few attempts to describe cemeteries in each of the five 
boroughs of New York City, other works have been produced that describe cemeteries in specific 
boroughs. These publications include William T. Davis’ “Inscriptions of the Homestead Graves of 
Staten Island” as published by the Science Association of Staten Island (1889); Alice Meigs and 
Charles U. Powell’s Description of Private and Family Cemeteries in the Borough of Queens 
(1932, with a supplement issued by the Queens Topographical Bureau in 1975); Patricia Salmon’s 
Realms of History: The Cemeteries of Staten Island (2006); and Patrick Raftery’s The Cemeteries 
of the Bronx (2016). These works tend to be specific to historical analysis and historical 
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preservation. While obliterated and partially obliterated cemeteries—including cemeteries 
destroyed following their publication—are addressed in most, increased emphasis is placed on 
those that were still extant at the time the works were published. In addition, online blogs and 
websites devoted to New York City’s burial locations—including the New York City Cemetery 
Project (French n.d.) and www.findagrave.com—highlight or attempt to highlight the histories of 
individual cemeteries in a similar manner. These sources provide valuable background histories of 
some cemetery sites, but can lack primary source research (e.g., historical property records) or rely 
on user-updated information that has not been verified or peer-reviewed. Finally, multiple books 
have been published that describe only extant cemeteries or that describe only large, active 
cemeteries with emphasis on the graves of celebrities and other well-known New Yorkers or trends 
in gravestone iconography. These include Patricia Brooks’ Permanently New Yorkers (2006); Jodi 
Culberston and Tom Randall’s Permanent New Yorkers (1987); Douglas Keister’s Stories in 
Stone: A Field Guide to New York City Area Cemeteries & Their Residents (2011); and Alexandra 
K. Mosca’s Gardens of Stone (2016). These works are designed for general public consumption 
and as such, include limited information on obliterated cemeteries. Other, more complete works 
describe the overall history of burial types in New York City (albeit with increased focus on 
Manhattan) from a historical and socio-cultural point of view and examining broader trends for 
cemetery use instead of an examination of individual cemetery sites (e.g., Sloane 1991; 
Steenshorne 2002). 
More specific publications have documented the histories of individual cemeteries or 
groups of cemeteries linked by common religious affiliation. However, as with other types of 
publications, few have focused on the larger deathscape of New York City and/or the role of 
cemeteries in its associated transformation. These works include Rev. John V. Butler’s 1969 
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Churchyards of Trinity Parish in the City of New York (a reprint of an earlier volume issued by the 
Corporation of Trinity Church in 1948); Edward F. Bergman’s 1988 Woodlawn Remembers; Jeff 
Richman’s 1998 Brooklyn’s Green-Wood Cemetery: New York’s Buried Treasure and 2013 
Green-Wood at 175; Fred Goodman’s 2004 The Secret City: Woodlawn Cemetery and the Buried 
History of New York; and Andrea Frohne’s 2015 The African Burial Ground in New York City: 
Memory, Spirituality, and Space. Frohne’s work is one of several that represents a thorough 
synthesis of historical and archaeological information recovered through the excavation of the 
African Burial Ground as described in the final reports issued for that extensive investigation 
(Howard University African Burial Ground Project 2009). However, many other site-specific 
studies of individual cemeteries tend to be limited to general historical summaries and can lack 
ties to broader historical themes. Like the African Burial Ground site, archaeological, historical, 
and bioarchaeological studies have been published regarding other cemeteries that were 
archaeologically excavated in New York City, though few are as comprehensive and extensive as 
the reports published as part of the investigation of the African Burial Ground.13 Numerous 
publications followed the study, documentation, and reinterment of the human remains from the 
aforementioned Spring Street Church site (e.g., Crist 2010; Ellis 2010; Ellis 2014; Ellis 2016; 
Meade 2010; Meade and White 2013; and Novak 2017).  
 
 
13 https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/regions/welcome-to-the-northeast-caribbean-region-2/about-region-2/african-
burial-ground/introduction-to-african-burial-ground-final-reports 
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CHAPTER 4: 
METHODOLOGIES EMPLOYED FOR RESEARCH, MAPPING, AND ANALYSIS 
PROJECT DESIGN AND SCOPE OF WORK 
This study examines the transition of the deathscape through the present day. In total, 527 
cemetery sites were identified using the methods outlined in this chapter. This study of New York 
City’s cemeteries required the collection of a data set with which to assess the use and reuse of 
burial space in the city between the 17th century and the present. This chapter outlines the 
extensive efforts made to research, identify, and map those cemeteries to facilitate the analysis of 
the mortuary landscape. It also summarizes the intentional and unintentional limitations of the 
study. As stated previously, this assessment is limited to cemeteries within the mapped boundaries 
of New York City’s five boroughs. Furthermore, this project focuses only on cemeteries 
established during or maintained after European settlement in the region in the first half of the 17th 
century. Though it has been nearly a century since new cemeteries have been established within 
the boundaries of New York City in large numbers and nearly forty years since an active cemetery 
was established,14 the pace of urban development in the area has continued to impact historic 
cemeteries in the recent past. A complete database of identified burial locations is included in 
Appendix 1 and maps of cemetery sites are included as Appendix 2. Additional information on 
sources is presented in the Annotated Bibliography and References Cited sections that follow 
the appendices. 
 
 
 
14 The most recent active cemetery to have been established is the Resurrection/Mount Loretto Cemetery, a Roman 
Catholic burial ground established in southern Staten Island in 1980.  
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BURIAL SITES INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED FROM THIS STUDY 
The subject of this investigation, historic period cemeteries in New York City, are defined 
here as those following the period of the initial European colonization of the region. The cemeteries 
included herein were established for the intentional purpose of creating a burial space intended for 
long-term use and for which other uses were not generally assigned to the same space. Historic 
period cemeteries were selected as the subject of this study because they were often recorded in 
the documentary record (in property records, wills, tax records, historical newspapers, etc.) in a 
manner that makes a documentary research-based survey like this one possible.  
Three types of burial sites have been excluded from this study: burial grounds used 
exclusively during the precontact period (except those deliberately preserved as Native American 
cemeteries by New Yorkers during the historic period or locations where excavated remains were 
reinterred in protected cemeteries during the historic period); battlefield burials associated with 
the Revolutionary War; and columbaria, memorial gardens, or other places specifically designed 
and intended only for the interment of cremated remains, except for where those columbaria are 
located within other types of cemeteries with traditional entombments or inhumations. This is not 
to suggest that these types of burial locations are excluded from the deathscape of New York City. 
However, the absence of documentary records identifying the locations of Native American burial 
grounds makes it impossible to fully assess the Native American component of New York City’s 
mortuary landscape using the same methodology employed to analyze historic period cemeteries 
as described below. As described in Chapter 1, many of New York City’s burial grounds feature 
the graves of persons of Native American descent; however, only those burial places that were 
utilized exclusively by such persons during the historic period are included in this study. The 
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investigation of the complete precontact deathscape is worthy of separate analysis using different 
methodologies.  
The historical documentation of battlefield burials is similarly ambiguous. What records 
are available tend to be secondary sources that appear to embellish or exaggerate tales of battles 
that happened a century before (Parry 2017; AKRF 2018). In the New York City area, 
Revolutionary War-era battles or other military activity are believed to have occurred in all five 
boroughs following the start of the war in 1776, resulting in the death and impromptu burial of 
both American and British soldiers as well as groups of Native Americans who became involved 
in the war. As these burials were often purely functional (i.e., intended for rapid interment before 
the onset of decomposition) and lacked ceremony or intention for long-term 
protection/preservation, they have been excluded from this study. However, a summary of reported 
but unconfirmed battlefield burial locations has been included in Chapter 5. 
Finally, as a result of changing legal restrictions on interment and an increasing 
social/religious acceptance of (and even preference towards) cremation, many churches, 
crematories, and other institutions throughout New York City have established columbaria or 
memorial gardens designed for the interment of cremains. As described in Chapter 1, many 
established cemeteries have also built new columbaria on their grounds. These columbaria have 
served as a method of generating revenue for many churches that may not have been constructed 
with cemeteries initially (e.g., the Cathedral of Saint John the Divine on the Upper West Side of 
Manhattan15) or that had cemeteries that they are no longer legally allowed to use (e.g., the Basilica 
of Saint Patrick’s Old Cathedral in the Nolita neighborhood of Manhattan16). The reasons for the 
exclusion of places of interment for cremains from this study are outlined in Chapter 1.  
 
15 https://www.stjohndivine.org/spiritual/pastoral-services-archive/ 
16 https://oldcathedral.org/cremation 
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DATA COLLECTION 
In order to analyze New York City’s historic period cemeteries, an extensive research effort 
was completed to identify the locations of as many burial places as possible. Rather than examining 
these locations from a historical or genealogical point of view, this documentary research was 
undertaken from an archaeological perspective. The focus of this research was to identify not only 
where human remains have been located at one point in time, but where human remains may still 
be located despite the exhumation of human remains or the removal of surface evidence of 
cemeteries without the removal of those interred within.17 To identify present and former burial 
sites, documentary research was completed at repositories located in the five boroughs of New 
York City, including public and private libraries and archives; historical societies; churches and 
religious organizations; academic institutions; governmental offices (e.g., the offices of County 
Clerks, the City Register/Department of Finance, and Topographical Bureaus in different 
boroughs); and active cemeteries with archival collections or staff historians. A complete 
annotated list of repositories visited and persons consulted is included in the Annotated 
Bibliography and sources for each cemetery site are identified in Appendix 1.  
The Accumulation of the Data Set 
As Goldstein (1995:101) stated, “intra- and inter-site spatial dimensions are critical 
components of mortuary analysis because of the multidimensional nature of mortuary ritual.” Any 
analysis of mortuary behavior must therefore compare and contrast a number of variables 
associated with mortuary tradition across a larger region in order to fully understand the role that 
 
17 The actual presence of human remains on redeveloped cemetery sites cannot be confirmed without an advanced 
archaeological investigation of the site using penetrative testing or, where possible, non-penetrative geophysical 
survey. Non-penetrative testing measures tend to be of limited utility in densely developed urban areas due to 
interreference cause by the urban infrastructure. 
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cemeteries played within the deathscape of a given area. New York’s history is filled with 
competing groups linked by geographic origin, religious affiliation, and socio-economic status. To 
account for this variety and better understand its influence on cemeteries, multiple variables were 
analyzed as part of this study in order to understand the processes that lead to the formation and 
alteration of the city’s deathscape during the historic period. The processes involved in the creation 
and maintenance of the deathscape have not been static and trends in characteristics like burial 
ground size and group affiliation have changed over time, often in response to increased urban 
development in a region (Baugher and Veit 2014:125–127). This study was therefore dependent 
on the study of multiple variables as defined below related to the size, age, and cultural affiliation 
of each cemetery. As stated previously, these categories are not meant to be interpreted as a 
typology, as many cemeteries could be assigned to more than one category. These definitions are 
simply meant to allow for the comparison of the data set in a meaningful way so as to reveal new 
information regarding the larger deathscape of New York City. The 527 identified 
cemeteries/burial places (including secondary burials resulting from cemetery relocation) were 
recorded in a database saved as a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, which has been reproduced here as 
Appendix 1. The variables included in these categories are described in detail below. 
DEFINITION OF PROJECT VARIABLES 
Cemetery Status 
Among the most significant variables examined as part of this study of the creation and 
recreation of New York City’s deathscape was the current status of each burial site. Three 
(sometimes overlapping) categories were used to define the status of the cemeteries included 
within this study: Active, Preserved, and Obliterated. These status categories are defined as 
follows:  
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• Active: cemeteries that are still regularly used for human interments; 
• Preserved: cemeteries that are no longer regularly used for interments, but which 
are maintained as cemeteries; for which surface evidence of burials is still visible; 
that are marked by signage; or that are given some other form of protected status. 
Burials may continue occasionally within preserved cemeteries in previously-sold 
or unclaimed/unused plots, but frequent burials and continued plot sales no longer 
occur at such sites, except in rare occasions. Furthermore, this category refers to 
the preservation of the burial space as a whole, but does not mean that all graves 
within the cemetery have been protected and preserved over time;18 and  
• Obliterated: cemeteries (or portions of cemeteries) that have been entirely 
destroyed and/or redeveloped with no surface evidence of the cemetery or other 
form of memorialization remaining. Obliteration can occur with or without the 
removal of the human remains interred within. 
Several cemeteries contained areas that were categorized as more than one status type and 
where possible, these were mapped/categorized as distinct sections. For example, an active 
cemetery for which a portion was disturbed as a result of a municipal road-widening effort would 
be categorized as “Active with Obliterated Section(s).” The primary category designated for each 
of these types of cemetery sites was that representing at least 50 percent of the original burial site. 
Therefore, a cemetery for which more than half of its original surface area was destroyed by a 
 
18 For example, Trinity Church and its associated churchyard is one of the oldest and most well-preserved/well-funded 
cemeteries in New York City. The history of Trinity Church and its churchyard involved multiple episodes of 
destruction and reconstruction of the on-site house of worship. The surrounding churchyard, measuring approximately 
2.25 acres, was used and re-used for burials for more than a century. As a result, many older graves were disturbed as 
a result of the excavation of newer graves and in 1787 the church made plans to construct a charnel house to contain 
the excavated remains of older graves that were “no longer visited” (Cannan 2004: paragraph 22). As such, while it 
has been preserved as a site, individual graves have been disturbed as part of on-going cemetery and church 
maintenance.  
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development project but for which a small portion was left intact would be categorized as 
“Obliterated with Preserved Section(s).” If a larger portion of the cemetery was preserved and a 
smaller portion redeveloped, it would be categorized as “Preserved with Obliterated Section(s).”  
Cemetery Type 
Cemeteries were organized according to a number of types and sub-types in a manner 
similar to the way that artifacts would be cataloged in historical archaeology. Sloane (1991) 
previously defined eight broad categories for the classification of cemetery sites: frontier or 
pioneer burials (defined as improvised burials at the place of death); domestic burials (e.g., burial 
grounds on family farms and rural estates); churchyard burials; potter’s fields; town or city 
cemeteries; rural cemeteries; lawn-park cemeteries (“park-like” rural cemeteries common in the 
late 19th and early 20th centuries); and memorial parks like the suburban-style cemeteries 
commonly established between the early 20th century and the present (Sloane 1991; Llewellyn 
1998). The “types” utilized in this assessment are similar to those defined by Sloane but are more 
specifically tailored to reflect the diversity of the New York City deathscape. Furthermore, they 
have been designed to include larger, over-arching categories. The assigned sub-types then 
allowed for more closely defined categorization in the urban setting. The following type categories 
were used in this analysis: 
• Homestead: refers to family cemeteries established on family estates or farms, 
often for the exclusive use of the current farm owner (including for the burial of 
enslaved persons) or reserved from property transferred for continued use by a 
particular kin group even after the sale of an estate, household, or farm; 
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• Individuals of African Descent: refers to cemeteries, usually segregated, intended 
only for the use of free or enslaved individuals of African descent, who were often 
prevented from using cemeteries designated for individuals of European descent;  
• Military: refers to cemeteries established specifically for the interment of 
veterans/servicemen or women and their families often located on property owned 
by military entities (e.g., forts, prisons, and hospitals). Does not include improvised 
battlefield burials as described previously; 
• Native American: as described in greater detail previously, refers to cemeteries 
that were established during the precontact period and maintained/designated on 
maps into the 19th century as a result of deed restrictions or to reburial sites where 
the remains of Native Americans disturbed during historic period development 
were formally reinterred in a modern cemetery setting have been included. Does 
not include reburial sites as a result of modern archaeological investigations (e.g., 
those on Ellis Island);  
• Private: refers to those cemeteries established by private entities/corporations, 
often as part of a commercial enterprise, for which the purchase of a plot is typically 
required for interment or those that are affiliated with a privately-funded charitable 
institution; 
• Public: refers to those cemeteries that are owned and/or operated by municipal 
entities for the burial of all citizens, including those who do not have the means to 
purchase a burial plot elsewhere and including those interred in government-funded 
monuments in public areas; 
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• Religious: refers to cemeteries affiliated with religious organizations of various 
denominations (these cemeteries are also categorized organized by denomination 
in Appendix 1); and 
• Unknown: those cemeteries for which a specific type could not be identified.  
Cemetery Sub-Type 
Where appropriate, sub-types were assigned to each cemetery to provide additional 
specificity within the broader type to which the cemetery was assigned, as shown in Table 4-
1. 
Table 4-1: Classification and Definition of Cemetery Sub-Types Used in This Study 
Type Sub-Type Definition 
Homestead 
Family Burying 
Ground 
Designated for those members of a kin or community 
network who were interred on a particular property 
Enslaved Persons 
Burying Ground 
Burial locations associated with the enslaved persons 
owned and/or interred by the owners of the homestead 
or farm property where burial customs may have been 
dictated by the landowner/slave owner 
Family/Enslaved 
Persons Burying 
Ground 
Cemeteries where both family members and enslaved 
persons were interred in the same general area and 
where the border between the two cannot be 
delineated 
Individuals 
of African 
Descent 
Communal 
Burying grounds open for the use of interment by free 
or enslaved individuals of African descent 
independent of homesteads/farms; some level of 
autonomy may have been granted with respect to the 
use of burial customs and traditions 
Unknown 
Cemeteries for free or enslaved individuals of African 
descent for which information regarding access or use 
could not be determined 
Public 
Almshouse Cemeteries typically used for the burial of the 
indigent or for unclaimed bodies, but which may have 
also been used in epidemics of particular diseases Potter’s Field 
Communal 
Those cemeteries freely used by all local residents of 
a given area and operated or funded by municipal 
entities 
Institution Cemeteries associated with municipally-run 
healthcare or public welfare facilities (e.g., hospital; 
orphanage) or quarantine facilities Quarantine 
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Table 4-1: Classification and Definition of Cemetery Sub-Types Used in This Study 
(continued) 
Type Sub-Type Definition 
Public 
(continued) Public Monument 
Municipally-funded, publicly accessible monuments 
or parks containing one or more individual or 
communal graves 
Military 
Fort 
Cemeteries exclusively associated with military 
personnel and their families or military institutions 
that were designated as long-term burial grounds 
Camp 
Hospital 
National Cemetery 
Prison 
Monument 
Burial grounds for individuals associated with the 
military who were reinterred in public monument 
sites, often as war memorials 
Native 
American Native American 
Used for precontact cemeteries maintained into the 
historic period or sites where Native American 
remains were reinterred in historic period burial 
grounds 
Private 
Community Cemeteries established for the use of a given community but that were not run by a municipal entity 
Institution 
Cemeteries associated with privately-run charitable 
institutions such as hospitals, convalescent homes, 
and orphanages 
Family 
Cemeteries established for the use of a single kin 
network that were not located on properties otherwise 
associated with that network (e.g., a homestead or 
farm) 
Non-Sectarian 
Cemeteries (usually commercial entities) with no 
other religious or municipal affiliation that were/are 
open to individuals of all faiths, ethnicities, and socio-
economic status so long as a plot can be purchased 
from the cemetery corporation 
Unknown Privately-owned cemeteries for which affiliation could not be determined 
Religious 
Institution 
Cemeteries associated with religious orders but not 
located on the property of a house of worship, 
including but not limited to convents/monasteries, 
orphanages, or stand-alone cemeteries; 
House of Worship 
Cemeteries located on the grounds of houses of 
worship (e.g., a churchyard or burial vaults beneath or 
adjacent to a church, meeting house, or other house of 
worship) 
Unknown Unknown Cemeteries for which the Type/Sub-Type could not be determined 
 
 90 
Cemetery Land Association 
Land association is the third category type used to identify distinctions in cemetery use. 
For all burial sites with the exception of stand-alone cemeteries (e.g., those established only for 
burial purposes with no other land use present), land association was defined in order to clarify the 
connection between the burial location and the larger property within which it was situated. The 
land association categories used for this study overlap between the various types and sub-types. 
The category “cemetery” refers to stand-alone cemeteries established for no other purpose than for 
the interment of the dead. Other categories used refer to the specific land use of the property 
surrounding the cemetery or of which the cemetery was a part (e.g., a homestead; a military camp, 
fort, hospital or prison; or a religious convent, monastery, orphanage, or school). Some cemeteries 
are classified as having a land use associated with either a cemetery or a churchyard (e.g., the 
burial ground surrounding or otherwise adjacent to a house of worship) or vaults, referring to 
subsurface or surface burial vaults, the majority of which were associated with religious 
institutions. 
Other Categories of Information Included within the Database 
Block and Lot 
For those cemeteries for which an exact location could be determined, the database 
includes specific information regarding the New York City tax block(s) and lot(s) representing the 
cemetery’s modern location. These were determined using publicly-accessible information 
published by the New York City Department of Finance (“NYCDOF”) and available through 
websites including the New York City Digital Tax Map,19 the New York City Zoning and Land 
 
19 http://gis.nyc.gov/taxmap/map.htm 
 91 
Use Map,20 New York CityMap,21 and New York City Open Data (GIS layers).22 The tax 
information included in this study is accurate as of August 24, 2018. Modern block and lot 
boundaries does not always match the historical limits of various cemeteries, so information listed 
for each burial site represents those modern parcels in which all or a portion of a documented 
burial ground exists or once existed. This information was not identified for cemeteries for which 
specific boundaries could not be determined unless the maximum possible area of the cemetery 
was included within a single tax parcel.  
Years of Use and Obliteration 
Years of use—meaning the year a cemetery was established and the year that the last 
documented burial took place—were recorded based on available documentary records. The year 
a cemetery was established is typically the year that the property was purchased or dedicated as a 
cemetery and may not necessarily be the same year as the first burial. The year in which a 
cemetery’s final burial took place can be difficult to determine and was often based on either the 
most recent tombstone date or, where relevant, the year when burials in that area were outlawed. 
Therefore, many Manhattan cemeteries list the year that burials were banned in the area of the 
cemetery, which may not necessarily correspond with the actual date of the last interment. For 
those Manhattan cemeteries for which the date of last burial is identical to that of legislation passed 
banning burials in a certain area (i.e., “c. 1823” or “c. 1851”), the date of cemetery closure has 
been approximated based on said legal restrictions, and the exact date of closure is unknown. The 
cemetery database prepared for this study includes a column to annotate those cemeteries for which 
the years of use were determined solely on tombstone dates, which often represent the only 
 
20 https://zola.planning.nyc.gov 
21 http://maps.nyc.gov/doitt/nycitymap/ 
22 https://opendata.cityofnewyork.us/ 
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remaining record of the cemetery’s period of active use. The period of active use will not always 
match the dates on tombstones, as unmarked graves or graves for which the tombstone was lost or 
otherwise destroyed may not be represented in the date range.  
Area 
For those cemeteries where specific boundaries could be established, the GIS software was 
used to calculate the approximate surface area in square feet. Where applicable, this calculation 
(“Mapped Area”) was compared with estimations of a cemetery’s size based on documentary 
records (“Documented Area”) where possible.  
Mapping Reference 
As described above, the GIS reproduces or attempts to reproduce the exact boundaries of 
a given cemetery. These boundaries were recreated using either georeferenced historical maps or 
other documentary sources (e.g., conveyance records). The database includes a separate column 
identifying the source or sources used to identify and reproduce those boundary lines.  
Interment Method 
This variable identifies those graves that were represented by traditional inhumations (i.e., 
graves excavated directly into the earth) as opposed to burials that involved entombing bodies in 
subsurface burial vaults, church crypts (typically those reserved for clergy), or above-ground 
tombs. Some cemeteries featured both inhumations and entombments, often in the case of 
churchyards that featured both at-grade cemeteries and subsurface burial vaults. This distinction 
is not made for large rural cemeteries where some burials may occur in above-grade tombs within 
the larger cemetery but where the majority of burials are standard inhumations.  
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Examination of Previous Archaeological Surveys 
Though limited, critical sources for understanding cemeteries in New York City were 
previous archaeological surveys documenting the history of sites that were historically used as 
burial locations. Nearly all of these studies were produced as a result of CRM investigations. These 
reports are almost all publicly accessible and were accessed via the LPC Archaeology Report 
Database23 and the NYSOPRHP’s CRIS database.24 
RESEARCH LOCATIONS AND REPOSITORIES VISITED 
The identification of historic cemetery locations across the five boroughs of New York 
City was largely completed between January 2017 and November 2019. This process also included 
a review of research completed in 2005 and 2006 for cemeteries in Queens and Staten Island as 
part of an earlier master’s thesis (Meade 2006) and associated research completed by the author in 
Queens, Staten Island, and Brooklyn as part of LPC’s “New York City Cemetery Survey” (see the 
description of the “LPC Cemetery Research Files” in Chapter 3). Dozens of repositories—both 
physical and virtual—were visited across New York City and the northeastern United States as 
part of this effort to identify New York City’s cemeteries. As described below, five main categories 
of information were used in this effort: historical maps; historical property records 
(deeds/conveyances); historical newspapers; historical directories; and primary and secondary 
texts documenting the history of the region.  
Historical Maps 
Historical maps and atlases (both physical and digital) were accessed at numerous 
repositories, including: the New York Public Library (“NYPL”), including the online Digital 
 
23 https://www1.nyc.gov/site/lpc/about/archaeology-reports.page 
24 https://cris.parks.ny.gov/ (permission required to view archaeological reports) 
 94 
Collections, the NYPL Map Warper, and the Lionel Pincus and Princess Firyal Map Division at 
the Stephen A. Schwarzman Library; the Library of Congress digital collections; the National 
Archives map division in College Park, Maryland and online catalog; the David Rumsey Historical 
Map Collection; the collections of the Museum of the City of New York; the Queens Public Library 
Digital Archives; the Westchester County Clerk Records Online; the Westchester County 
Archives; the Brooklyn Historical Society; the New York Historical Society; the Queens Historical 
Society; the Staten Island Historical Society; the Staten Island Museum archives; the 
Topographical Bureaus of Queens, Manhattan, and Staten Island; county file maps from NYCDOF 
City Registers’ Offices in Manhattan and Brooklyn and at the office of the Richmond County 
Clerk; the Brooklyn Public Library; the Manhatanville College Archives; the University of 
Alabama digital map collection; Columbia University digital collections; the University of 
Michigan William L. Clements Library map collection; the University of Wisconsin Milwaukee’s 
American Geographical Society Library Digital Map Collection; the Yale University Beinecke 
Library digital map collection; the Harvard University Library Harvard Map Collection; Digital 
Commonwealth Massachusetts Collections online; the New York State Library; the ProQuest 
Digital Sanborn Maps 1867–1970 database; and the Boston Public Library’s Norman B. Leventhal 
Map & Education Center. Most maps are out of copyright and free to use; however, some maps 
were purchased in order to obtain high-resolution images for georeferencing.  
Historical Property Records (Deeds/Conveyances and Mortgages) 
Property records—including deeds and conveyance records and, to a lesser extent, 
mortgage records—were a vital source for identifying the locations of cemeteries as well as for 
establishing dates of use and/or obliteration. Conveyance records issued before 1966 (referenced 
herein by borough or county name, liber [book] number, and page number) for the boroughs of 
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Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island were accessed at the borough or county offices 
in which they are held, including: the Manhattan office of the city Register, NYCDOF Business 
Center; the Brooklyn Office of the city Register, NYCDOF Business Center;25 the Queens Office 
of the city Register, NYCDOF; and the office of the Richmond County Clerk (see Annotated 
Bibliography for further information). Index books identifying property records by block and lot 
were accessed at the Manhattan office referenced above for the 17th century through 1966. 
Comprehensive indices compiled according to grantor/grantee (buyer/seller) names for Manhattan 
(New York County), Brooklyn (Kings County), and Staten Island (Richmond County) are also 
included within the New York Land Records Database (1630–1975) in the digital collection of 
www.FamilySearch.com. Brooklyn’s property records are indexed by block between the 17th 
century and 1895 and by block and lot between 1895 and 1966. Property records for Queens and 
Staten Island at the offices referenced above are organized only by grantor/grantee name until the 
mid-20th century and therefore index books were not examined in detail and only those deeds that 
could be identified based on searches of grantor/grantee name were examined.  
In addition to the materials examined at the city offices referenced above, for the boroughs 
of Manhattan, Staten Island, Brooklyn, and a portion of the Bronx, original deeds were examined 
through the “New York Land Records Database (1630–1975)” in the digital collection of 
www.FamilySearch.com. Property records for the Bronx, which was historically part of 
Westchester County before the late 19th century, were accessed through the Westchester County 
Clerk’s Westchester Records Online database.26 Records issued after 1966 in all boroughs were 
accessed through the NYCDOF Office of the city Register’s Automated City Register Information 
 
25 The property records remaining at the Brooklyn City Register’s office are on microfilm; the original ledger books 
are available for research at the Queens Office of the city Register in Jamaica.  
26 https://wro.westchesterclerk.com/) 
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System (“ACRIS”)27 and are referenced by reel and page number rather than by liber and page 
number.  
Historical Newspapers 
Historical newspapers published in New York City and the surrounding area between the 
18th and 21st centuries include numerous references to the creation, use, and obliteration of 
cemeteries and also include information on municipal/legal restrictions on burials. They therefore 
served as critical primary sources for this investigation. Digitized newspaper archives were 
accessed through a number of resources as outlined in the Annotated Bibliography. Other 
newspaper references, including those with incomplete citations, were accessed through 
collections of newspaper clippings (e.g., those at the Queens Public Library Archives, formerly 
known as the Long Island Division) or research collections (e.g., the LPC Cemetery Research 
Files). Additional access information and links to these databases is presented in the Annotated 
Bibliography.  
Historical Directories 
Digitized historical directories of Manhattan contain limited information on the locations 
of burial grounds associated with churches between the 1830s and 1850s. This represents a time 
period before such burial grounds were consistently depicted on historical maps and during which 
time many early cemeteries were obliterated, making directories an important source for the 
identification of burial sites, especially burial vaults within churchyards. Digitized directories of 
Brooklyn published in the 1850s through the early 20th century are available but do not contain 
similarly specific information on burial grounds and directories for other boroughs are not 
 
27 https://a836-acris.nyc.gov/CP/ 
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consistently available. Historical directories used to identify Manhattan burial locations included 
those published by Longworth in 1831 and 1832; Doggett in 1842, 1844, 1845, 1846, 1847, and 
1849; and Doggett and Rode in 1851, 1853, and 1854. These directories were accessed through 
the “City Directories–NY” database at www.Fold3.com and through scanned directories included 
in the NYPL Digital Collections.28  
The portions of the directories accessed included lists of churches throughout New York 
City, which are organized by religious affiliation and which often identified certain burial grounds 
associated with certain houses of worship or broader religious institutions (i.e., dioceses). 
Numerous inaccuracies were identified that were often repeated across directories published over 
a number of years. For example, the directories published between 1842 and 1853 identify a 
Methodist Episcopal cemetery near the intersection of 16th Street and Second Avenue, however, 
no such cemetery could be located at that location, nor was that intersection in existence at the 
time due to the presence of Stuyvesant Square, which interrupts Second Avenue at 16th Street. 
While Saint George’s Episcopal Church was constructed on the western side of Stuyvesant Square 
(along Rutherford Place) in 1846, the church’s archivist had no information regarding burials on 
site. Furthermore, no information to confirm a cemetery at this location was included in the 
archives of the Episcopal Diocese of New York nor the New York Annual Conference (“NYAC”) 
of the United Methodist Church hold information regarding a cemetery at this location (Laurel 
Marr, St. George’s Episcopal Church archivist, pers. comm. November 27, 2018; Wayne 
Kempton, NY, pers. comm. May 10, 2019; Beth Patkus, NYAC Archivist, pers. comm. May 13, 
2019).  
 
28 https://digitalcollections.nypl.org/collections/new-york-city-directories 
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It therefore appears that the repeated directory entry was an error and it may have meant to 
refer to a different cemetery along Second Avenue. Similar errors were observed in other 
directories. For example, directories also indicate that Saint Peter’s Episcopal Church—
established on 20th Street in 1836—maintained a cemetery on 21st Street. No such cemetery could 
be identified and the original deeds by which Saint Peter’s Church was granted their church 
grounds by benefactor Clement C. Moore included a provision that burials could never take place 
on the property (Manhattan Liber 359, Page 587). Similarly, the church’s burial registers indicate 
that parishioners were interred in a wide variety of cemeteries around New York City, none of 
which were affiliated with the church itself (Episcopal Diocese of New York 2017; Kempton, pers. 
comm. April 12, 2019). Research was conducted to confirm that the General Theological Seminary 
(“GTS”) owned by the Protestant Episcopal Church maintains a cemetery along its 21st Street 
property, however no evidence of the existence of a cemetery on that property was observed in 
property records or in the Seminary’s archives (Caitlin Stamm, GTS Archivist, pers. comm. April 
11–12, 2019). It appears that the directory reference conflated Saint Peter’s Episcopal Church with 
the church later known as Saint Paul’s, a Reformed Dutch church that was located at the northeast 
corner of West 21st Street and Sixth Avenue (now the Avenue of the Americas) and which 
maintained burial vaults on its property between 1838 and c. 1851. Finally, directories for several 
years between 1844 and 1853 identify a Jewish burial ground near “32d St. bet. Bloomingdale road 
and Av. 3,” an area spanning approximately four city blocks along 32nd Street. This appears to be 
a mistaken reference to the B’nai Jeshurun cemetery that was located on West 32nd Street between 
Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue, which was a short distance west of Broadway, which was 
historically known as Bloomingdale Road in this location.  
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Other sources documenting cemeteries in New York City (e.g., Inskeep 2000) appear to 
have used directories as a source and identify the disputed locations referenced above as burial 
grounds. However, because of these repeated errors and mistakes presented in historical 
directories, the presence of a cemetery on a property identified as a burial ground in directories 
was only included in this study if the use of a church property for burials was confirmed through 
other sources. 
Other Primary and Secondary Sources 
A variety of primary and secondary texts documenting the history of New York City and 
the presence of cemeteries within the boundaries of the five boroughs were accessed as part of the 
research completed for this study. These included city-wide historical texts (e.g., Burrows and 
Wallace 1999) or texts documenting the histories of specific boroughs or neighborhoods (e.g., 
Stiles 1867–1869; Jenkins 1912; Stokes 1915–1926; Leng and Davis 1930; Seyfried 1974–2001; 
Gonzalez 2004). Other textual sources documenting the histories of specific houses of 
worship/religious institutions (including church records) or family histories/genealogies were 
reviewed. Digital versions of historical texts were accessed through digital libraries including 
Google Books; the Internet Archive; the Hathi Trust digital library; the New York Genealogical 
and Biographical Society e-Library; the Queens Public Library Digital Archives; Ancestry.com; 
and other digital sources. Other books were accessed at the various libraries, archives, and 
repositories referenced in the Annotated Bibliography. Some textual sources specific to cemetery 
and burial locations were previously discussed in the Literature Review section of Chapter 3.  
As described previously, other sources also included the LPC cemetery research files, 
accessed at the LPC offices at 1 Centre Street, 9th Floor, New York, NY. Similar files are held at 
the Queens Topographical Bureau that were examined by the author as part of research completed 
 100 
for LPC’s New York City Cemetery Survey in 2005 and 2006 for which cemetery information 
was organized in folders and indexed using a card catalog. The status of this collection is not 
currently known although other documents were examined at the Bureau.  
Finally, specific collections with limited information on historical cemeteries were also 
accessed. This included a collection of historical wills and associated information for New York 
City and the surrounding area based on information from New York City district and probate courts 
and consolidated by Ancestry.com in 2015. Federal census records issued every ten years between 
1790 and 1940 (with the exception of the now-destroyed census of 1890) were also accessed 
through Ancestry.com. Miscellaneous other records were accessed through the New York City 
Municipal Archives digital gallery, including the “Bodies in Transit” and Almshouse records, for 
which limited index information is also available at the Italian Genealogy website.29 Tax 
assessment ledgers for Manhattan were reviewed on microfilm at the Municipal Archives. While 
the user-reported database on the website www.findagrave.com, which is linked to Ancestry.com’s 
genealogy databases, purports to contain information on cemetery sites throughout New York City, 
it was found to contain numerous errors relating to years of use and even the locations of 
cemeteries within the city. Except in cases where reputable information appeared to have been 
uploaded to the site—mostly in the form of photographs of actual gravestones—the site was not 
used as a source for this study except where noted. 
 
 
 
 
29 https://italiangen.org/death-records-bodies-in-transit/ 
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CREATION OF THE GIS MAP 
Acquisition of Map Layers 
The GIS basemap of New York City’s cemeteries was created using QGIS (versions 2.18 
and 3.4), a free, open-source GIS software platform.30 The GIS included information downloaded 
from New York City’s Open Data website,31 which makes public data created and maintained by 
the city available for download (e.g., base maps, property boundary information, hydrology, park 
boundaries, street widths, etc.; see the Annotated Bibliography for a complete list). The NYC.gov 
tiles basemap was accessed through the QGIS Quick Map Search plugin and used for all cemetery 
maps included in Appendix 2. Additional information was accessed through other New York City 
databases (see Annotated Bibliography for information on aerial photographs and other spatial 
data). 
Creation of Cemetery Shapefile Layers 
The GIS includes six shapefile layers depicting cemetery locations: one for each borough 
and one for cemetery locations in all boroughs for which exact boundaries could not be determined 
(referred to as the “unknown” layer). Polygons designating the locations of individual cemeteries 
were generated in one of four ways: 1) they were matched to existing property boundaries where 
applicable; 2) they were traced off georeferenced historical maps; 3) they were drawn using 
descriptive textual information describing the locations of former cemeteries; or 4) for cemeteries 
in the unknown layer, generic areas in the approximate area in which a cemetery is thought to have 
been located. Those general boundaries in the unknown layer were drawn based on reported 
information associated with the cemetery’s location (e.g., a specific intersection) or to the 
 
30 https://www.qgis.org/  
31 https://opendata.cityofnewyork.us/ 
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boundaries of the largest possible area in which that cemetery could have been located (e.g., the 
maximum extent of a farm known to have contained a family cemetery). The general areas 
surrounding unknown cemetery locations are depicted with a dashed outline on the maps included 
in Appendix 2.  
For the purposes of georeferencing, historical maps were acquired in digital form (e.g., 
PDF, JPEG, or TIFF files) or were digitized following the acquisition of paper copies. Maps that 
could not be digitized were photographed, but only scanned or professionally digitized maps were 
used for georeferencing. Certain maps from the collection of the NYPL were georeferenced within 
or accessed through NYPL’s Map Warper interface,32 a public, user-generated database of 
georeferenced maps, and downloaded as georeferenced GeoTIFF files. Other maps were 
georeferenced within QGIS using the georeferencer plugin and linking the historical map with 
modern data using three or more reference points (e.g., street intersections, building footprints, or 
other landmarks). Once referenced, cemetery locations were traced as new polygon features into 
the corresponding layer for that borough. For historical church locations, cemetery features were 
generally mapped to the maximum limits of the church property due to the difficulty of 
determining which portions of church parcels were used for interments and due to the common 
practice of burying different individuals in different portions of church properties (i.e., clergy or 
wealthy patrons were often buried within the church footprint and not in an external churchyard 
or vault with most worshippers).  
For those cemeteries that could not be identified on historical maps but for which specific 
location and size information could be obtained from other primary or secondary source material, 
new feature polygons were drawn using measurement tools available within QGIS as referenced 
 
32 http://maps.nypl.org/warper/ 
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based on landmarks seen either within current GIS-based mapping data or on other historical maps. 
In some cases, cemetery locations were described only using historical surveying information, 
referencing boundaries using bearings (directional angles referenced as a certain number of 
degrees/seconds east or west of north or south) and distances usually described in chains and links. 
In these cases, each bearing was converted into an azimuth33 and distances were converted from 
chains/links34 into feet/inches. Using this converted data, cemetery boundaries were reconstructed 
using the QGIS “Azimuth and Distance” plugin. For those sites for which historical descriptions 
of cemetery locations were based on landmarks that no longer exist, efforts were made to match 
cemetery locations to modern landmarks or to landmarks shown on other historical maps.  
Each feature mapped within any of the six layers was assigned an arbitrary four-digit 
unique identification number coded by borough (Bronx ID numbers begin with 1; Brooklyn with 
2; Manhattan with 3; Queens with 4; and Staten Island with 5). These numbers are included in the 
data tables provided in Appendix 1. Labels were added to highlight cemetery names in the maps 
in Appendix 2 using the QGIS Easy Custom Labels plugin. Finally, the shapefile layers for each 
borough and cemeteries of unknown location were converted to a separate combined centroids 
layer for the purpose of creating distribution maps at smaller scales referenced throughout the 
analysis chapters of this investigation. 
 
 
 
33 An azimuth is an expression of a directional angle relative to a 360-degree circle as shown on a typical compass 
rose, with North at 0°/360°, East at 90°, South at 180°, and West at 270° (Leveson 2000). A bearing direction referring 
to true northeast would be described as North 45° East, while the corresponding azimuth would be 45°; true northwest 
would be described as North 45° West, and its corresponding azimuth would be 315°. 
34 One chain equals 66 feet, and one link equals approximately 0.66 feet. 
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SYNTHESIS OF CRM ANALYSES OF BURIALS AND PREPARATION OF THE 
SENSITIVITY MAP 
The final section of this study synthesizes existing information regarding the 
archaeological investigations of human remains within New York City as obtained through the 
archaeological investigation of burial sites, largely through late 20th and early 21st century CRM 
work. Archaeological investigations (i.e., excavation for the sole purpose of identifying and 
collecting objects from the past) in New York City began in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, 
often as part of early cultural historical quests to recover relics and curios associated with the 
prehistoric occupation of New York as well as with the Revolutionary War. The synthesis 
identifies trends in mortuary archaeology within the city and determines how this practice has 
become modernized with the goals of protecting human remains with particular emphasis on 
consultations with descendant communities. With the discovery of the African Burial Ground in 
Lower Manhattan in the early 1990s, the process of working with descendant communities in New 
York City and across the nation has changed dramatically, permanently altering the way that CRM 
archaeologists approach cemetery sites (LaRoche and Blakey 1997; Orser 2007). To assess the 
evolution of the archaeology of cemetery sites in New York City, CRM reports spanning the course 
of many decades were reviewed. CRM reports were used to document cemetery sites throughout 
New York City and data from such reports was included in the database (see Appendix 1) and 
used to assist with the mapping effort (see Appendix 2). Many CRM reports documenting 
cemetery sites were completed as Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Studies and therefore 
include only documentary research. However, several Phase 1B, Phase 2, and Phase 3 
archaeological investigations of cemetery sites that involved excavation, and in many cases 
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exhumation of human remains, were completed and information from those reports is referenced 
in this study as appropriate.  
While many burial sites within the five boroughs have been studied as part of CRM 
projects, the maps prepared as part of this dissertation (see Appendix 2) are intended to aid both 
reviewing agencies (e.g., LPC and NYSOPRHP) and CRM companies with future investigations 
in advance of development. Many of the cemetery sites documented herein have never before been 
reported in an archaeological assessment and therefore, the production of the maps included in 
Appendix 2 will serve as a sensitivity map for locations sensitive for human remains across New 
York City.  
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CHAPTER 5:  
RESULTS OF RESEARCH AND THE COMPILATION OF THE DATA SET 
THE IDENTIFICATION OF CEMETERIES IN NEW YORK CITY 
The research conducted according to the methodologies outlined in Chapter 4 resulted in 
the identification of 527 cemeteries across the five boroughs of New York City. This chapter 
summarizes the data set created as a result of that research to provide a context for analysis of the 
modification of cemeteries within New York City’s deathscape as outlined in the chapters that 
follow. For this study, burial sites were not only identified, but were categorized to allow for the 
data set to be compared and contrasted both internally and externally. The historical context of 
New York City as a whole is described in Chapter 2, and this chapter serves to provide the 
historical context of the cemeteries themselves. As described previously, the organization of these 
cemeteries into type-based categories is not meant to be interpreted as a typology, but rather as a 
method of categorization to allow for an organized comparison of the data set and to facilitate the 
discussion about different ways that burials grounds were used within both their immediate settings 
and across the larger landscape. Many cemeteries could be assigned to more than one category,35 
and the cemetery types presented below are meant only as broad characterizations to allow for 
meaningful analysis.  
As described in Chapter 4, the cemetery types utilized in this study were inspired by, but 
modified from, those defined by David Charles Sloane in his 1991 work, The Last Great Necessity: 
Cemeteries in American History. Sloane’s original categories included: frontier or pioneer graves; 
domestic/homestead graveyards; churchyards; potter’s fields; town/city cemeteries; rural 
cemeteries (common 1831 through the 1870s); lawn-park cemeteries (common 1855 through the 
 
35 As described in Chapter 4, some cemeteries for which more than one type/sub-type could be determined are 
identified as such in the “Secondary Type/(Sub-Type)” column included in the data tables in Appendix 1.  
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1920s); and memorial parks (common 1917 through the present). Similar categories were used for 
this study, however they were specifically tailored to the New York City area (see Table 5-1 and 
Chart 5-1).  
Table 5-1: Cemetery Types and Sub-Types by Borough 
Type Sub-Type Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 
Homestead 
Enslaved Persons 
Burying Ground 1 2 1 1 1 6 
Family Burying 
Ground 25 28 11 39 36 139 
Enslaved Persons 
and/or Family 
Burying Ground 2 1 1 0 0 4 
Individuals 
of African 
Descent 
Communal 0 2 3 1 0 6 
Unknown 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Military 
Camp 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Fort 1 3 3 1 1 9 
Hospital 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Monument 0 3 0 0 0 3 
National Cemetery 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Prison 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Native 
American Native American 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Private 
Family Burying 
Ground 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Institution 0 0 1 0 4 5 
Non-Sectarian 5 2 2 9 9 27 
Unknown 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Public 
Potter's 
Field/Almshouse 1 2 10 2 1 16 
Communal 1 7 1 9 3 21 
Hospital/Quarantine 0 0 2 0 9 11 
Public Monument 0 0 4 0 0 4 
Religious Institution 13 13 50 27 14 117 House of Worship 11 22 72 23 21 147 
Unknown Unknown 0 0 2 1 0 3 
TOTAL: 61 90 164 112 100 527 
Note: Cemeteries are listed by primary Type/Sub-Type only. Secondary Types/Sub-Types for cemeteries for 
which usage or affiliation changed during their periods of use are presented in Appendix 1 where appropriate. 
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For the purposes of this discussion, cemetery types included in this study have been 
consolidated into six general groups based on social relationships between the living groups that 
created the burial grounds and those who were interred in them. The first group contains early 
colonial burial grounds (similar to both Sloane’s frontier burials and city/town cemeteries). The 
second group includes those cemeteries that were segregated based on ethnic affiliation or 
geographic origin, including burial grounds used exclusively for the interment of enslaved 
persons/individuals of African descent and cemeteries for the burial or reburial of Native 
Americans. The third group includes those linked solely or mostly by kin networks and includes 
homestead burying grounds (with the exception of segregated homestead cemeteries for persons 
of African descent, which are included in the second group). The fourth group includes burial 
grounds for persons of shared religious affiliation, which expands beyond the “churchyards” 
category as defined by Sloane. The fifth group comprises cemetery sites established by municipal 
or governmental organizations, including public burying grounds (e.g., town cemeteries), potter’s 
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180
Bronx
Brooklyn
Manhattan
Queens
Staten Island
FREQUENCY
BO
RO
UG
H
Chart 5-1: Prevalence of Cemetery Types by Borough
Homestead/Enslaved Homestead/Family Homestead/Enslaved and/or Family
African/Communal African/Unknown Military/Combined
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Religious/Institution Religious/House of Worship Unknown
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fields; cemeteries associated with public hospitals, quarantines, and other institutions; and military 
cemeteries (excluding battlefield burials). The sixth group includes cemeteries established by 
private institutions (e.g., privately-owned nursing homes, orphanages, non-sectarian cemeteries 
etc.). Finally, modern crematories and columbaria, though not included in the data set analyzed as 
part of this investigation, are addressed briefly as part of changing trends in human burial and 
interment (or lack thereof) in the recent past.  
GROUP 1: FRONTIER BURIALS  
Though not formally included in this study due to a general lack of documentation, frontier 
burials almost certainly existed in New York City during its early colonial occupation. Sloane 
(1991:14) defines such burials as “isolated graves located wherever death occurred or nearby 
already established Native American burial grounds.”36 Such graves were rarely marked or 
protected, which was consistent with European customs at the time (ibid). Frontier spaces and 
borderlands have often been explored through archaeological inquiries focusing on colonial and 
post-colonial cultures. Such border areas are defined as those that are “physically present wherever 
two or more groups come into contact with each other, where people of different cultural 
backgrounds occupy the same territory and where space between them grows intimate” resulting 
in the creation of “fractured landscapes, distinguished by fluidity in social and cultural sphere” 
(Naum 2010:101–102). Colonial New York would certainly be considered a frontier space where 
European settlers attempted to navigate a vast, unfamiliar (to the colonists) land populated by an 
indigenous population that was at times resistant to the colonial occupation of its land and 
resources. For the European settlers, life in this unpredictable foreign setting certainly resulted in 
 
36 Sloane (1991) also refers to such graves as “pioneer” burials. The term “frontier” is preferred here to better conform 
with the anthropological study of frontiers and borderland areas. 
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death and therefore the need for burial. As shown in Appendix 1, some early frontier graves appear 
to have been protected through their enclosure within what later became protected family 
cemeteries and churchyards. Several cemeteries established in New York City date to the mid- to 
late 17th century and could have been started far earlier, but in the absence of legible gravestones 
and documentary records, it is impossible to determine if undocumented frontier graves could be 
present. However, a great many colonists presumably perished and were interred in unmarked or 
poorly marked graves beginning in the 17th century, when the city’s European population 
numbered only in the hundreds (Rosenwaike 1972). The majority of these frontier burials likely 
occurred outside the settlement of New Amsterdam at the southern tip of Manhattan, which had 
an established communal cemetery as early as 1628 (Stokes 1915). The first churchyards, 
homestead burying grounds, and town cemeteries in Brooklyn and Queens were established by the 
1640s and 1650s and the first documented cemeteries in what are now Staten Island and the Bronx 
date to the 1680s (see Appendix 1). This suggests that the graves of those settlers who perished in 
the earliest days of colonial settlement, especially in areas outside of Lower Manhattan, were never 
recorded and may therefore never be known. 
The previously-discussed death of Henry Hudson’s crewman, John Colman, in 1609 is 
presumably the first frontier burial of a European in the region. While the location of Colman’s 
improvised grave is unknown, it is suspected to have been located in either Coney Island, Brooklyn 
or Sandy Hook, New Jersey (Roberts 2009). Similarly, Ann Michaelius is reported to have been 
the first person to die within colonial New Amsterdam, or at least the first person whose death was 
recorded in the historical record (Swan 2006). Details surrounding her death in May 1628 and the 
location of her burial are unknown (ibid; Jameson 1909). Examples of undocumented frontier 
graves could also include those of Pietro Cesare Alberti—who is reported to have been the first 
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known Italian settler in New York City and to whom a monument is dedicated in Manhattan’s 
Battery Park City—and his wife. The Dutch colonial government granted Alberti a large farm on 
the Wallabout Bay in Brooklyn before he was killed in what was described as a Native American 
“raid” in 1655 (Pyrke 1943:11). An entry on the user-generated website Findagrave.com suggests 
that the Albertis were buried on their farmland, and it is indeed possible that they were interred 
there following the discovery of their deaths. However, no documentation appears to exist that 
either confirms the burials on their farm or the location of such burials within the farm, which 
spanned more than one hundred acres. It is expected that many similar incidents occurred within 
the frontier areas across colonial New York City.  
GROUP 2: CEMETERIES SEGREGATED BY ETHNICITY/GEOGRAPHIC ORIGIN 
Native American Cemeteries 
Native Americans buried their dead within what is now New York City for more than 
10,000 years and the duration of precontact burials in the region is far longer than that of historic 
period cemeteries. While this study focuses solely on burial grounds established and used during 
the historic period (17th century through the present), Native American burial sites dating to the 
precontact period were, and likely still are, present throughout what is now New York City. As 
recently as 1997, members of the Matinecock Nation had attempted to reclaim a burial site that 
was later developed with Fort Totten in the Bayside neighborhood of Queens (LeDuff 1997).  
The nature of archaeologists’ interactions with Native American graves has changed 
dramatically over the last century and especially in the last 30 years. The early 20th century work 
of Arthur C. Parker represents some of the earliest attempts to document precontact burial sites in 
New York City and State (Hertzberg 1979; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2009). Parker, along with M.C. 
Harrington and other early archaeologists in the region, excavated numerous Native American 
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burial sites, often against the wishes of local indigenous populations on Long Island and in upstate 
New York, even writing manuals on how best to excavate Native American graves (Parker 1918; 
Hertzberg 1979; Cooper 1998; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2009). The large-scale repatriation of many 
of the remains and other material culture excavated by archaeologists like Parker occurred 
following the passage of the National Museum of the American Indian Act (NMAIA) in 1989 and 
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) in 1990 (Killion and 
Molloy 2000; Watkins 2003). Numerous Native American burial sites have been disturbed 
accidentally by construction efforts or intentionally during late 19th and early 20th century 
archaeological investigations. Intact precontact burials in the area have been exhumed as recently 
as 2004, when the remains of a young adult male were disturbed during the renovation of a 
privately-owned brownstone home in Brooklyn and were subsequently removed by forensic 
anthropologists from the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (Adams 2004). Remains 
archaeologically excavated from precontact burial sites on Ellis and Liberty Islands in the 1980s 
were similarly reinterred in a new plot on Ellis Island in 2003 (National Park Service 2015).  
The use of some contact and historic period cemeteries by indigenous persons is 
documented, although these burial places were not exclusively designated for the burial of Native 
Americans. “Friendly Indians” were reportedly interred in the homestead family cemetery of 
Captain Christopher Billopp in southwestern Staten Island in the 18th century (Salmon 2006:10). 
As discussed below, references to European settlers appropriating Native American burial places 
for use as colonial cemeteries are also found in documentary records; however, these reports 
cannot always be verified, and some may simply represent local lore. It is important to note that 
following the precontact period, Native Americans continued to be (and continue to be) buried 
within historic period and modern cemeteries in New York City. The Native American cemeteries 
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in this study therefore refer only to those used exclusively by persons of indigenous descent in 
ways that were maintained through the historic period and is not intended to indicate that persons 
of Native American descent were not interred in cemeteries established by other groups or for 
other purposes. For example, a large number of Native Americans are reported to have been 
interred in the Old Flushing Cemetery, a potter’s field now located within what was formerly 
known as Martin’s Field Park in Queens (Stone 1996). Similarly, Do-Hum-Me, an 18-year-old 
woman referred to as an “Indian princess,” was interred with great fanfare in Green-Wood 
cemetery’s “Indian Mound” section37 after her death in 1843 (Brooklyn Evening Star 1843:2; 
Green-Wood Cemetery 1849:13). Additional evidence documenting Native American cemeteries 
within New York’s historic period deathscape is described in the following sections.  
Native American Cemeteries Maintained Through or Established During the Historic Period 
Two cemeteries for the exclusive interment of Native Americans were documented as 
having been established or maintained in the historic period, one of which continues to be 
preserved as a burial area (see Figure 8A). The first, the Canarsie Native American Burying place, 
was historically known as the “Indian Cemetery.”38 The burial ground was formerly located in 
southern Brooklyn in the neighborhood now known as Canarsie. The burial ground was reported 
to have been sold in in the early 17th century39 from the Canarsee, the local indigenous group that 
inhabited the area and gave the neighborhood its name, to members of the Schenck family, settlers 
of Dutch descent (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1887b). When selling their burial place, “the only  
 
37 Modern maps issued by the cemetery no longer use this designation, which is now shown only as “Lot 41.”  
38 Another nearby burial place, the Canarsie or Flatlands Village Cemetery was also historically known as “Indian 
Cemetery,” however no information has been identified that would connect the burial place to the indigenous 
population of the area (Geismar 1987a). 
39 The Brooklyn Daily Eagle (1887b) reported that the land was initially purchased in 1620, despite the first settlements 
in Brooklyn not being established until the following decade (Stiles 1867). No property records for this parcel are on 
file with the Brooklyn Office of the City Register that are associated with the purchase of the land from Native 
Americans or that pre-date 1690. As such, the timing of the initial purchase as reported is unconfirmed. 
General Location of Private Cemetery with Native American Association
General Location of Historic Period Native American Cemetery
Figure 8A: Distribution of Historic Period Cemeteries Associated
Exclusively with Native Americans
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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stipulations the [Native Americans] made in regard to the sale outside the wampum they received 
for the land was that the burial place of their dead was not to be plowed for fifty years after the 
purchase,” a “contract…[that was] religiously kept” by the family (ibid:6). The cemetery remained 
undeveloped and was identified on historical maps through the early 20th century (see Figure 8B).  
The second cemetery was a former Native American burial place that was later 
incorporated into the churchyard of the Flatlands Reformed Dutch Church, although little 
information about the site is known beyond local legend (Armbruster 1914). It had been rumored 
that the church was constructed on the site of a Native American burial ground in 1663, and twelve 
precontact burials were disturbed during the construction of a new Sunday School building in the 
same area in 1904 (Standard Union 1904). The exhumed graves were “placed on the grass in a 
heap” and then moved into a box and reinterred in a separate section of the church’s burial ground 
(Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1904a:6). The cemetery as included in this study therefore represents not 
the original Native American burial site, but the location where those burials were reinterred during 
the historic period.40 Such reinterment of Native American graves was atypical for the time period, 
as other similarly encountered precontact human remains were often discarded in landfills, as was 
the case with a number of burials encountered during the construction of Avenue U in 1898 (The 
American Archaeologist 1898) or added to personal or museum collections, as in the case of Native 
American remains exhumed during the construction of 211th Street in northern Manhattan (New 
York Times 1911).  
The only cemetery associated with Native Americans that was established during the 
historic period is known as either the Hicks or Waters Family Burial Ground or the Little Neck  
 
40 This section was delineated as the “Indian Burial Plot” on a hand-traced copy of map of the Flatlands area included 
within the LPC Cemetery Files. The annotated copy indicates that the original map is on file at the Brooklyn Historical 
Society, however the original map could not be located, perhaps due to the Society’s on-going project to digitize its 
historical map collections, which coincided with the completion of the research for this study.  
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Matinecock Cemetery. The cemetery’s history was published by James E. Waters, also known as 
Chief Wild Pigeon, in a 1919 letter submitted to the Queens Topographical Bureau as part of their 
documentation of family burying grounds in Queens (Powell and Meigs 1932:42–44). As 
described by Waters, the cemetery was a precontact burial place utilized by the Rockaway and 
Matinecock in the vicinity of what is now Douglaston Manor. After it was “desecrated by the 
whites,” Silvia Hicks, a woman of Native American and African descent reported to be a 
descendant of those interred at the site, purchased a 9-acre parcel of land containing the cemetery 
so as to preserve it (ibid:44). Waters was reported to have been the “last” person of indigenous 
descent residing in Queens by the turn of the 20th century (Brooklyn Daily Union 1902). Chief 
Wild Pigeon was the grandson of Silvia Hicks and was presumably also related to Thomas Hicks, 
who Chief Wild Pigeon identified as the settler responsible for eliminating the Native American 
presence in the area (ibid; Powell and Meigs 1932). In 1919, thirteen gravestones remained within 
the cemetery with dates of death ranging between 1826 and 1904, though the cemetery is believed 
to have been formally laid out c. 1810 and may have been in use as early as 1640 (Powell and 
Meigs 1932; New York Sun 1930; Barron 2006). Forty graves within the cemetery were disinterred 
in 1931 when the cemetery was claimed through eminent domain to allow for the widening of 
Northern Boulevard despite a five-year legal effort led by Chief Wild Pigeon and his heirs to stop 
the disturbance of the cemetery (Standard Union 1931). In his protest against the removal of the 
cemetery, Waters was reported to have said, “you so-called Americans should build a marble fence 
around it and make it forever inviolate, the last resting place of a noble race” (New York Sun 
1930:24). Waters died in 1927 and several years later, the graves were removed by employees of 
the Kendrick Sand Clearing Corporation with oversight provided by the Museum of the American 
Indian and the graves were reinterred at the Douglaston Zion Episcopal Churchyard (Duane 1931). 
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The reburial location is marked with a large stone etched with the phrase, “Here rest the last of the 
Matinecoc” (Copquin 2007) A photograph depicting the removal of the graves is included on 
Figure 8B representing one of very few images depicting cemetery obliteration in progress in New 
York City. 
Appropriated Native American Cemeteries 
There is some evidence, albeit circumstantial and unverified, to suggest that some colonial 
cemeteries were intentionally situated on the grounds of Native American burial sites. This 
includes the general location of Todt Hill in Staten Island, which was reported to have been used 
as a burial ground for both Native Americans and Dutch settlers, possibly following violent clashes 
between the two groups. However, little is known about these alleged burials nor are there 
documentary records that confirm its actual use as a burial place (Salmon 2006). As described 
above, the Flatlands Reformed Dutch Church and its associated churchyard were constructed atop 
a former Native American burial place (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1904a). However, the extent to 
which the site was intentionally appropriated as a cemetery is unknown. The Church of the 
Ascension churchyard in northern Staten Island was also constructed on a “known Native 
American burying ground” that was later used as a Revolutionary War-era fort and Native 
American burials were disturbed on the site during the construction of a parish house at that 
location in 1903 (Salmon 2006:53). The fate of the disinterred remains is unknown. The John 
Street Methodist Episcopal Church in Lower Manhattan was similarly constructed in an area 
considered to be sensitive for Native American burials (Baugher 2009). When remains from 
previously disturbed graves remains were encountered during construction in the 1980s and their 
geographic origins could not be determined, they were reburied on the site as part of a ceremony 
that incorporated Methodist and Mohawk traditions (Gutis 1986).  
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Burial Grounds for Individuals of African Descent 
New York City was home to a large population of enslaved persons whose forced labor 
made up a critical component of the colonial economy of New Amsterdam and New York and 
were integral to the economy in America’s early years prior to the emancipation of the enslaved 
in New York State in 1827 (Howard University African Burial Ground Project 2009). The living 
conditions and physical labor associated with slavery resulted in different mortality rates for the 
enslaved and individuals of African descent in colonial New York City died younger and in poorer 
health than persons of European descent (ibid). One of the most potent reminders of the horrors of 
the enslavement of Africans and individuals of African descent in New York City’s history is the 
lack of documentation of their burial places. The burial site that is now known as the “African 
Burial Ground” in Lower Manhattan—the subject of a lengthy, well-documented archaeological 
investigation—is one of the most well-known and best-documented cemeteries for enslaved 
persons in the modern United States. Its designation as the African Burial Ground may give some 
the false impression that it was the only site in use for the interment of New York City’s slaves. 
However, it was one of many burial sites known to have been used solely for the interment of 
deceased enslaved persons and other individuals of African descent throughout New York. An 
untold number of slave burial sites were likely never even included in the documentary record and 
for many others, only limited documentary information is available. This category therefore 
represents the most poorly documented and poorly understood category of cemeteries included in 
this study. The reburial location of the remains recovered during the archaeological investigation 
of the African Burial Ground, now interred within the National Memorial managed by the National 
Park Service, are discussed separately under Public Monuments later in this chapter. 
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By the time of emancipation in New York State, the death rate of individuals of African 
descent is believed to have been higher than that of births (Rosenwaike 1972:44). Censuses taken 
in the 18th century show that individuals of African descent made up a varying portion of the total 
population of New York City and surrounding area, ranging from as little as 6.08 percent in 
Westchester in 1786 to as much as 34.30 percent in Brooklyn in 1749 (see Table 5-2 and Chart 
5-2). Despite representing between one-tenth and one-third of the population over time (assuming 
that the censuses represent an accurate count) and despite the higher mortality rates of people of 
African descent at the time, the number of documented cemeteries in use exclusively by 
individuals of African descent before 1827 represents less than four percent of the documented 
burial places identified as part of this study.  
Table 5-2: Population of Individuals of African Descent in the 18th Century 
Year Brooklyn Manhattan Queens* Staten Island Westchester* 
1703 17.94% 14.40% 9.65% 19.25% 12.18% 
1723 20.02% 18.79% 15.62% 16.93% 10.16% 
1731 22.88% 18.29% 15.81% 16.73% 11.47% 
1737 24.02% 16.12% 14.47% 18.48% 12.62% 
1746 27.67% 20.86% 17.05% 18.43% 7.28% 
1749 34.30% 17.81% 16.46% 18.99% 10.80% 
1756 31.22% 17.46% 20.11% 21.81% 10.09% 
1771 32.07% 14.35% 20.36% 20.86% 15.77% 
1786 33.04% 8.91% 16.68% 21.99% 6.08% 
1790** 32.88% 10.47% 19.46% 23.10% 7.42% 
Average 27.60% 15.75% 16.57% 19.66% 10.39% 
*Includes population from outside the boundaries of modern New York City 
**Includes population of people recorded as enslaved or as free non-whites 
Source: Greene and Harrington 1981 
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Two general types of burial grounds for the remains of deceased enslaved persons appear 
to have been in use in New York City before 1827, many of which continued to be used for decades 
following emancipation. The first type involves communal burial grounds utilized by individuals 
of African descent living in a given area in which those individuals were given some liberties with 
respect to the use of burial customs. The second involves burial grounds on individual farmsteads 
or properties owned by religious institutions, where slaveowners usually interred the remains of 
the enslaved persons in segregated plots. The latter type of burial was often, but not always, in 
proximity to the family cemeteries of slaveowners and burial customs employed were more likely 
to be dictated by the owners of the land/the enslaved persons rather than by the enslaved persons 
being interred. These cemetery types are discussed in greater detail below and depicted on Figure 
9.  
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Communal Cemeteries for the Enslaved Population of New York City 
Two of the largest communal African cemeteries in New York City have been the subject 
of archaeological inquiry and are therefore far better documented than most burial places 
associated with the enslaved population of New York City. The African Burial Ground in Lower 
Manhattan may represent the oldest enslaved cemetery in New York City, with its origins possibly 
dating back to c. 1650, and it remained in use through its closure in 1795 (Howard University 
African Burial Ground Project 2009). Known historically as the “Negroes Burying Ground,” the 
site’s original boundaries were never formally recorded on maps41 or in property records, and its 
limits, now included within a United States National Monument and a New York City 
Archaeological Historic District, have been estimated based on extensive documentary research 
(ibid). The archaeological investigation of the site involved the documentation of hundreds of 
burials. The archaeologists concluded that while the graves themselves were relatively 
homogeneous, a wide variety of burial customs was represented, suggesting that the individuals 
responsible for burying remains at the site were given some degree of autonomy (Frohne 2015).  
As described previously, the African Burial Ground was one of the only options for the 
burial of enslaved persons, as persons of African descent were prohibited from being interred in 
certain cemeteries and churchyards (Cannan 2004). What is now known as the Harlem African 
Burial Ground, currently situated beneath the site of a New York City Bus Depot on 126th Street 
near the shore of the Harlem River, was first established as the cemetery of a Dutch Reformed 
Church and was later informally gifted to the local population of free and enslaved persons of 
African descent for use as a cemetery (HPI 2011a; AKRF 2016a). Like the African Burial Ground 
 
41 Maps prepared toward the end of the cemetery’s active use depict boundaries (i.e., the 1794 Hoffman map included 
as Map 14 in Swan 2006). However it is unknown if those boundaries represent the entire area that was historically 
used for burials. The African Burial Ground has been mapped in this study to the full potential burial limits used to 
determine the Archaeological Historic District.  
 124 
in Lower Manhattan, it was used by the free and enslaved African population of what was then the 
independent village of New Harlem (Harlem African Burial Ground Task Force n.d.). The 
cemetery remained in continued use until the 1850s, at which time the private landowners sold the 
property, leading to nearly a century of development and redevelopment before the existing bus 
depot was constructed on the site in the 1940s (ibid). An archaeological investigation completed 
in 2015 identified the disturbed remnants of the burial ground and disarticulated remains formerly 
interred within it (AKRF 2016a).  
Other poorly-documented communal cemeteries for enslaved persons were established in 
Queens and Brooklyn, though no such burial grounds were identified in the Bronx or Staten Island. 
While Brooklyn maintained the largest slave population throughout the 18th century (see Table 
5-2), only two dedicated communal cemeteries for enslaved persons have been documented in that 
borough. The Flatbush African Burial Ground was likely established to serve the enslaved 
population of the Flatbush area in the 17th century. The boundaries of the more than 6,000-square-
foot cemetery, or at least that portion that remained extant in the mid-19th century, was mapped 
on a survey drafted by I.G. Bergen in 1855.42 The cemetery was closed before the 1840s, when 
reports suggest that the remains interred within were removed to Holy Cross Cemetery; however 
this relocation has not been verified (HPI 2000a; HPI 2001a). Archaeological testing in the vicinity 
of a portion of the former cemetery conducted in the early 2000s did not identify intact burials but 
did identify a very low frequency of disarticulated human remains (HPI 2001a).  
The second communal African cemetery in Brooklyn was the Bedford Corners African 
Cemetery, which was utilized by the enslaved African population in northern Brooklyn through 
 
42 A hand-traced copy of this map is included in LPC Cemetery Survey File 24844 and annotations on the map indicate 
that the original is on file at the Brooklyn Historical Society. The original could not be located, perhaps due to the 
Society’s on-going map digitization effort, which coincided with the research completed for this study. The tracing 
identifies the author as I.G. Bergen, which is presumed to be an error meant to reference Tunis G. Bergen. 
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the mid-19th century (Stiles 1867; New York Times 1910). Little else is known about the cemetery, 
though it has also been identified as a burial ground for enslaved persons associated with the 
Lefferts family, which owned extensive property nearby (Spellen 2010; Wellman 2014).  
Finally, one communal cemetery for enslaved and free individuals of African descent has 
been documented in Queens. Little information exists regarding the site as information regarding 
the cemetery comes largely from 20th century newspaper reports. Located in the Woodhaven 
neighborhood, the site was reportedly used through the early 19th century by free and enslaved 
Africans who worked in the homes of the neighborhood’s wealthy families (Leader-Observer 
1935). The cemetery was allegedly surrounded by a wooden fence into which the names of the 
deceased were carved, serving as the only grave markers, and the site was later disturbed by 
construction efforts (ibid).  
Like the Harlem Dutch Reformed Church, other religious institutions were involved in the 
establishment of cemeteries for the enslaved, including those owned by those institutions. Trinity 
Church was influential in establishing a dedicated burial ground for individuals of African descent 
on its property in the vicinity of what is now the intersection of Church and Reade Streets and later 
coordinated the founding of what is known as the Second African Burial Ground or Saint Phillip’s 
AME Church Cemetery on today’s Lower East Side after the closure of the African Burial Ground 
in 1795 (HPI 2003b; Cannan 2004). A second religious institution, the West Farms Presbyterian 
Church in the Bronx, is known to have maintained a potter’s field and slave burial ground opposite 
its house of worship in the early 19th century (Raftery 2016). Details regarding its use and burial 
customs employed at these sites are similarly unknown. Due to an absence of detailed information, 
the status of these burial grounds as truly “communal” cemeteries is unclear and the extent to 
which the churches governed the use of specific burial customs is unknown. 
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Homestead Burials for the Enslaved 
For those individuals not interred in communal burying places, interment after death was 
likely an unceremonious affair completed according to terms dictated by landowners and/or 
slaveowners. It has been estimated that slaves were present within approximately 40 percent of 
18th century households in New York (New York Historical Society n.d.). There is ample evidence 
that suggests that many slave-owning families in New York that maintained family cemeteries on 
their homesteads/farms also maintained burial areas for enslaved persons within, near, or 
physically separate from family cemeteries. A total of four cemeteries that were used for both 
family members and enslaved persons43 and six homestead cemeteries used exclusively for the 
enslaved have been documented through this study, although countless others are presumed to 
have existed that were never documented or protected.  
Of the 139 homestead cemeteries documented as part of this survey for which only the 
burial of household family members and not enslaved persons is known to have occurred, at least 
87 of those families are known to have been slaveowners in the 18th or early 19th centuries (see 
Table 5-3).44 If each of those homesteads/farms maintained a burying ground for enslaved persons 
in addition to their family cemeteries, then dozens upon dozens more homestead burial grounds 
for individuals of African descent may have been obliterated without any preserved records or 
social memory.  
 
 
43 This count does not include the Arden family vault in what is now the Greenwich Village neighborhood of 
Manhattan. Jacob Arden is known to have been a slaveowner and an individual of African descent who had formerly 
been enslaved is reported to have been interred in the vault alongside Jacob J. Arden (d. 1801). However, it is unknown 
if the individual was free or enslaved at the time of his death. Furthermore, the burial of that individual within the 
vault could not be confirmed.  
44 Slave owners were identified through a preliminary search of census records (1790 through 1820), wills, and other 
documents. Additional research is needed to better document and identify slaveowners associated with historical 
family cemeteries.  
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Table 5-3: Homestead Burial Grounds Possibly Associated with Enslavement 
Borough 
Number of Cemeteries used by: Known/ 
Suspected 
Slave-
Owners 
Names of Families with Homestead 
Cemeteries Known or Suspected to 
Have Been Slave Owners 
Enslaved 
Persons 
Only 
Enslaved 
Persons 
and 
Family 
Family 
Only 
Bronx 1 2 25 13 
Bartow, Betts, Bussing, Butler, 
Ferris, Hammond, Hunt, Morris, Pell, 
Underhill, Van Cortlandt 
Brooklyn 2 1 28 20 
Barkaloo, Bergen, Berry, 
Debevoise/Duffield, Cortelyou, 
Cowenhoven, Cropsey, Lefferts, 
Meserole, Nostrand/Nostrant, 
Polhemus, Praa, Rapalye, Remsen, 
Schenck, Suydam, Tiebout, Van 
Brunt, Vanderbilt, Vechte Wyckoff 
Manhattan 1 1 11 6 
Arden, Bass/Hardenbrook, 
Dyckman/Nagle, Hopper, Kip, 
Norton 
Queens 1 0 39 21 
Alsop, Berrien, Blackwell, Bowne, 
Burroughs, Cornell, Delafield, 
Edsall, Fish, Hallett, Lawrence, 
Leverich, Luyster, Moore, Rapelje, 
Ryerson, Underhill, Van Alst 
Staten 
Island 1 0 36 25 
Androvette/Andervat, Bedell, 
Billopp, Cruezer/Kruezer, 
Dissosway, Journeay/Jorney, Lake, 
Micheau, Pouillon, Swaim, Tyson, 
Winants, Woglom, Wright 
TOTAL: 6 4 139 85  
While there is no evidence to confirm that all of the families identified in Table 5-3 
maintained burial spaces for their slaves, the possibility exists that enslaved person burial grounds 
could have been located on any of their homesteads/farms. Furthermore, burial places for the 
enslaved could also have been located on properties of slaveowners who did not maintain burial 
grounds for their families or on the properties of institutions that may have owned slaves (e.g., 
churches or other religious organizations, private institutions/companies, or municipal 
institutions). Given the lack of documentation, there is no way to predict where undocumented 
homestead burials for the enslaved population of New York City burials would be located and 
therefore there is no way to ensure their protection in the face of development.  
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Despite the inability to document what is presumably the majority of homestead burials for 
the enslaved, information exists in the documentary record regarding a small number of such burial 
sites. A total of six homestead burial grounds were included in the data set that were specifically 
dedicated to the burial of enslaved persons and an additional four sites were reported to have been 
utilized by both family members and enslaved persons with the physical division between the two 
types of burials impossible to determine. As shown in the maps included in Appendix 2, in at least 
five of these ten burial locations, the burial places for enslaved persons were in immediate 
proximity to those for the family members of those who owned the property. These include the 
burial grounds on the Tippets-Betts, Morris, and Hunt estates in the Bronx; the Leverich farm in 
Queens; and the Hopper family cemetery in Manhattan. In each of those locations, burials for the 
enslaved were adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the family cemeteries established by the 
property owners. The Hunt family cemetery in the Bronx was preserved within Joseph Rodman 
Drake Park while the cemetery for the enslaved was obliterated, though the burials within it were 
recently documented through documentary research and an investigation involving ground-
penetrating radar (MacLean 2017).  
A cemetery for enslaved persons on the farm of the Van Brunt family in the Gowanus 
neighborhood of Brooklyn was recorded in multiple secondary sources, but little primary source 
documentation has been identified despite many previous research investigations into the matter 
(AKRF 2018). The only known individual of African descent confirmed to have been interred by 
members of the Van Brunt family was a 12-year-old indentured servant named Nancy, who died 
in 1828 (Van Brunt 1828–1832; AKRF 2018). Her burial was described in a diary maintained by 
Adriance Van Brunt between 1828 and 1830, which also identifies the burial locations of several 
other individuals of African descent in Brooklyn in the period immediately following 
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emancipation in New York State. The references in the diary provide no information on the 
locations of these burials and are often limited to ambiguous statements such as “buried…an old 
black woman at Joseph Woodward’s” (Van Brunt 1828–1830:9) and “Died Mr. Polhemus black 
woman (Old Susan) [January] 24th” (ibid:34). However, the number of references appears to 
suggest that the presence of cemeteries for enslaved and formerly enslaved Africans was well-
known to members of the community around the time of emancipation and presumably in the years 
that preceded it.  
A cemetery for enslaved persons is believed to have existed in the College Point section of 
Queens; however, the exact nature of the cemetery and its exact use is unknown, though it may 
have been associated with the homestead of a slave trader. While no primary sources documenting 
the cemetery exist, a number of burials were encountered during construction efforts made by the 
Communication Workers Association in the vicinity of 26th Avenue and 121st and 122nd Streets 
in 1934 (New York Daily News 1934). Unverified newspaper reports published at the time of the 
discovery indicated that the location where the remains were found had been the site of a slave 
market in the 18th century and hypothesized that the remains were associated with the slave trade, 
as a known slave trader resided on the property (ibid; North Shore Daily Journal 1934). 
Segregated and Non-Segregated Cemeteries Associated with Individuals of African Descent 
Established in the 19th Century 
The data set compiled for this study shows that following emancipation in New York State 
in 1827, many cemetery sites in New York City remained segregated, with the inequalities 
enforced by slavery continuing to affect the deathscape even after the end of slavery. Many of the 
cemeteries for persons of African descent established after 1827 were linked to religious groups, 
notably the African Methodist Episcopal (“AME”) Church, or to private burial associations. The 
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first AME Church was founded in New York City towards the end of the 18th century and quickly 
became popular among Christians of African descent who left congregations that were 
predominantly made up of individuals of European descent (Howard University African Burial 
Ground Project 2009). The church was influential in reshaping the social cohesion of the free 
African American community as well as establishing and maintaining burial places for individuals 
of African descent throughout New York City (ibid). The research completed for this study shows 
that at least twelve cemeteries associated with the AME church were or are located throughout the 
five boroughs and at least five cemeteries for persons of African descent were established by 
members of other Christian denominations (Methodist Episcopal, Protestant Episcopal, or 
Reformed Dutch), all of which were located in Manhattan.  
In addition to religious cemeteries, at least two rural cemeteries were identified that were 
established in the late 19th century and early 20th century by persons of African descent and for 
the interment of African Americans. Although rural cemeteries became the predominant cemetery 
type by the mid- to late 19th century, African Americans were denied access to many larger 
cemetery sites. Many of the city’s large cemeteries maintained segregated burial spaces for 
individuals of different races, including Green-Wood Cemetery, the Cemetery of the Evergreens, 
and the Cypress Hills Cemetery (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1890a). By the late 19th century when the 
purchase of new land for cemetery purposes became more carefully restricted by the city and State 
government (see Chapter 2), access to rural cemeteries became increasingly difficult for people 
not of European descent with few exceptions (ibid).  
The first rural cemetery founded by African Americans was the Citizens Union (later 
known as Mount Pleasant) Cemetery, which was established in Brooklyn in 1851. The founders 
initially purchased almost 30 acres of land with the intention of laying out a 12-acre cemetery as 
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well as a number of building lots for development (Smith 1855). The portion of the property that 
was actually used for interment before financial problems forced the cemetery to close by 1872 is 
unknown (Inskeep 2000). The cemetery had been established by an African American undertaker 
named Alexander Duncan and while it was conceived of as a burial place for individuals of African 
descent, it was open to persons of all ethnicities and geographic origins (Wellman 2014). Along 
with many of the officers and trustees associated with the Citizens Union Cemetery, Duncan had 
previously established a cemetery on West 45th Street in Manhattan in 1845. The West 45th Street 
cemetery was open until 1852, shortly after the Citizens Union Cemetery was established. That 
cemetery, too, experienced financial strife and was purchased by abolitionist William Jay in 1852 
after the owners defaulted on their mortgage (Manhattan Liber 559, Page 53). Jay sold the property 
back to the original owners a short time later (Manhattan Liber 623, Page 10). Little information 
about the West 45th Street cemetery is known, but it may have been a precursor to the Citizens 
Union Cemetery and may also have been utilized mostly by individuals of African descent. The 
second known rural cemetery established by and for African Americans is the Frederick Douglass 
Memorial Park, which was established in Staten Island in 1935 (Salmon 2006). While the cemetery 
was originally segregated, it is now open to individuals of all ethnicities and geographic 
backgrounds (ibid). The cemetery is still active to this day, although it has experienced financial 
troubles in recent years (Johnson 2017).  
Finally, several documented homestead burial grounds were associated with free 
individuals of African descent following the emancipation of slaves in 1827. These include the 
Ryerss and Harris family cemeteries on Staten Island, the Thomas family cemetery in Brooklyn, 
and the Rantus and Johnson family cemeteries in Queens.  
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GROUP 3: CEMETERY TYPES EXCLUSIVE TO SPECIFIC KIN NETWORKS 
Homestead Burying Grounds  
Homestead burial grounds were the second most popular types of cemeteries in this data 
set that were in use in New York City between the beginning of colonial settlement and the rise of 
the Rural Cemetery Movement in the early 19th century. The number of homestead cemeteries in 
the data set is second only to religious burial grounds. Family cemeteries on farms or personal 
estates were common even in the early days of the colonial occupation of New York and were 
identified in all five boroughs as part of this investigation (Sloane 1991). Homestead burial 
grounds make up 28 percent of the burial grounds included in this study overall; as well as 46 
percent of cemeteries documented in the Bronx; 34 percent of cemeteries in Brooklyn; 8 percent 
of cemeteries in Manhattan; 36 percent of cemeteries in Queens; and 37 percent of cemeteries in 
Staten Island. The fewest were documented in Manhattan and the most documented in Queens and 
Staten Island.45 The distribution of family cemeteries identified in New York City is shown on 
Figure 10. The practice of placing burial grounds on domestic properties was not widely practiced 
in Europe during that time (Sloane 1991:15). Homestead burials are therefore a uniquely American 
practice likely inspired by the frontier nature of early colonial life and influenced by the isolation 
from larger communities that was experienced by many early farmers in what is now New York 
City (ibid).  
Despite the high number of documented family cemeteries, evidence exists that such burial 
places may actually be underrepresented in the documentary record. Including the previously-
referenced burials of persons of African descent, the 1828–1830 diary of Adriance Van Brunt  
 
45 The increased number of homestead burying grounds documented in Queens and Staten Island as part of this study 
may be related to specific efforts that were made in the 19th and 20th centuries to document such graveyards that did 
not occur in the other boroughs (e.g., Davis 1889, Powell and Meigs 1932, Queens Topographical Bureau 1975). 
General Location of Homestead Cemetery for Enslaved Persons
General Location of Homestead Cemetery for both Families and Enslaved Persons
General Location of Homestead Cemetery for Families
Figure 10: Distribution of Homestead Cemeteries
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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references at least thirty-five funerals that Van Brunt attended during the three years the diary was 
maintained. While several funerals occurred at well-documented burial grounds, such as the First 
Reformed Dutch Church of Brooklyn, a number were located on farms in the Gowanus and New 
Utrecht neighborhoods, where members of the extended Van Brunt family maintained farms. Van 
Brunt specifically referenced burials—as opposed to funerals—on farms or other property owned  
by the Bergen, Berry, Woodward, Beekman, and Polhemus families. Despite a thorough 
examination of property records, maps, wills, and other documentary sources, no primary sources 
could be found to confirm the existence or location of these cemeteries. However, a comparison 
of the names of deceased persons mentioned in the Van Brunt diary with burial records at Green-
Wood Cemetery does appear to indicate that graves associated with these families were relocated 
to that burial ground in large numbers.46 Green-Wood Cemetery’s records (searched using their 
paid genealogical research service) confirmed the presence of former homestead burial grounds 
associated with the Polhemus/Tiebout family, the Bennett family, and the Wyckoff family, but do 
not provide information regarding their original locations.47  
While the family cemeteries in the Gowanus area could be documented only through 
obscure references in a diary and limited reinterment records, some family cemeteries are only 
documented through brief references in wills or historical conveyance records. The existence of 
the Pouillon family cemetery formerly located on Staten Island was documented in only three 
historical conveyance records that reference it between 1803 and 1823 (Staten Island Liber F, Page 
337; Staten Island Liber I, Page 191; and Staten Island Liber O, Page 410). No other documents 
 
46 Relocated family cemetery locations were determined through the identification of plots where multiple family 
members were buried on the same day using Green-Wood’s online burial database. These relocations were confirmed 
through paid research services provided by Green-Wood Cemetery’s genealogical research team.  
47 For most of these sites, Green-wood’s records include limited information and while some graves were documented 
as having been removed from a family burial ground, no other information on the original burial location was recorded 
in the official cemetery records other than the date of interment.  
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confirming the cemetery’s existence, its exact location within the family farm, or the removal of 
remains from within it could be located. Given the number of homestead cemeteries in this data 
set that were documented only through obscure or incomplete sources, it is likely that a great many 
homestead cemeteries established throughout the city were never documented and have 
subsequently been obliterated. Many more may still be documented in the future as records become 
increasingly accessible. 
GROUP 4: CEMETERIES ASSOCIATED WITH SHARED RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION 
Burial sites associated with religious organizations and houses of worship represent 
approximately half (50.1 percent) of the cemeteries identified as part of this investigation. More 
than half of those cemetery sites were located on the grounds of houses of worship while the 
remainder were cemeteries opened by broader religious organizations on sites not otherwise used 
for the purposes of worship. The breakdown of religious cemeteries by religion and by borough is 
presented in Chart 5-3 and Table 5-4 and these cemeteries are described in greater detail below.  
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Table 5-4: Religious Cemeteries by Type and by Borough 
Religion 
Houses of Worship Institutional Cemeteries 
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AME 1 2 2 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 12 
Baptist 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 2 0 1 10 
Catholic 2 3 5 5 2 12 2 5 8 7 51 
Episcopal 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 
Huguenot 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Jewish 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 14 16 4 39 
Lutheran/  
German 
Catholic 
0 1 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 9 
Methodist 
Episcopal/ 
Methodist 
Protestant 
1 3 12 4 5 0 3 3 1 0 32 
Moravian/ 
United 
Brethren 
0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 
Presbyterian 2 1 12 1 0 1 0 10 0 0 27 
Protestant 
Episcopal 0 3 13 6 2 0 0 8 0 1 33 
Quaker 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 6 
Reformed 
Dutch or 
Protestant 
Reformed 
Dutch 
2 6 13 2 5 0 0 2 0 0 30 
Universalist 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
TOTAL: 11 21 74 21 21 13 12 50 27 14 264 
Note: For churches/cemeteries that changed affiliation at some point in their history, the church is 
categorized under its earliest use in this table; later changes in religious affiliation are noted in 
Appendix 1.  
Cemeteries on the Grounds of Houses of Worship 
Burial within a cemetery surrounding, beneath, or within a house of worship was a common 
custom in the Old World that was continued in colonial New York City (Sloane 1991). In the eyes 
of those interred in them, religious burial sites kept deceased congregants in close proximity to 
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both the living worshippers as well as to the God worshipped by the congregation (ibid:19). The 
greatest number of churches before the mid-19th century were located in Manhattan. The 1831 
Longworth directory identified more than 125 houses of worship on the island and by the 
publication of Doggett’s 1851 directory, that number had nearly doubled to more than 230. The 
identification of 73 cemeteries associated with houses of worship in Manhattan as part of this study 
therefore suggests that a large portion of churches in that borough maintained burial facilities 
before the mid-19th century, a trend that is seen to a lesser extent in the outer boroughs. The 
religions with the greatest number of churches in both directory years included Baptist, Catholic, 
Dutch Reformed, Methodist Episcopal, Protestant Episcopal, and Presbyterian, which are also the 
religions with the greatest number of cemeteries on the grounds of houses of worship as identified 
in the data set (see Appendix 1).  
Cemeteries and burial vaults located on the grounds of houses of worship made up 56 
percent of all religious cemeteries documented in this study and 28 percent of the total number of 
cemeteries documented in New York City (see Figure 11). A total of fourteen religions or groups 
of related religions48 maintained or continue to maintain cemeteries in the five boroughs between 
the 17th century and the present. Some temporal trends in the establishment of house of worship 
cemeteries as documented here appear to be linked to broader demographic and historical trends 
in New York City. For example, more than half of the Reformed Dutch Church cemeteries were 
established in the 17th century, during the period of Dutch colonial rule. During the 18th century 
in the period leading up to the Revolutionary War, the majority of church cemeteries were linked 
to the Protestant Episcopal Church and other Protestant religious organizations, reflecting the  
 
48 As a result of divisions within some religions, multiple sects may have existed within a larger body of religious 
theory. For example, multiple subsets of Presbyterianism (e.g., Associate Presbyterian; Scotch Presbyterian; Reformed 
Covenanted; etc.) were divided and reconsolidated throughout the historic period. All such churches are grouped 
together under the umbrella of the Presbyterian church here.  
General Location of Religious House of Worship Cemetery
Figure 11: Distribution of House of Worship Cemeteries
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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expanding influence of the Church of England under British colonial rule. The research completed 
for this study shows that church cemeteries diversified following the war. The previously-
referenced directories confirm that the number of churches increased dramatically throughout the 
19th century, representing New York’s status as an expanding urban center and creating a need for 
new churches and new burial grounds in developing neighborhoods as well as the relocation of 
cemeteries from overly-developed areas. Cemeteries located on the grounds of houses of worship 
were popular until the mid-19th century, when cemeteries established by religious institutions—
the majority of which were large rural cemeteries—became more common. As will be discussed 
in greater detail in Chapter 7, the research completed for this study shows that remains from 
church cemeteries were frequently relocated as neighborhood demographic changes and legal 
restrictions on burials caused churches to sell their land to move to alternate locations.  
Cemeteries Established by Religious Institutions Independent of Houses of Worship 
Cemeteries associated with religious institutions but not associated with houses of worship 
fall into two categories: stand-alone cemeteries and burial sites on the grounds of other types of 
religious facilities, such as convents, monasteries, orphanages, and shrines (see Figure 12 and 
Table 5-5). The data set shows that the former far outnumbers the latter within New York City, 
with the exception of the Bronx. The Bronx had a total of thirteen religious institution cemeteries, 
all but one of which were associated with the Roman Catholic church. This count included four 
stand-alone cemeteries (one of which was Protestant Episcopal) in addition to five cemeteries on 
the grounds of convents, three on the grounds of monasteries, and one on the grounds of an 
orphanage. Other boroughs featured religious facility cemeteries in much lower numbers, 
including one orphanage cemetery in Brooklyn, two convent cemeteries and a shrine in Manhattan, 
two monastery cemeteries in Queens, and one convent and one orphanage cemetery in Staten  
General Location of Religious Institution Cemetery
Figure 12: Distribution of Religious Institution Cemeteries
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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Island. The rest of the religious institution burial grounds were represented by independent 
cemeteries. This suggests that outside of Catholic institutions in the Bronx, most religions buried 
clergy and those they cared for (i.e., orphans) within larger religious cemeteries or in churchyards.  
Table 5-5 Religious Institution Cemeteries by Land Association 
Land Association Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 
Religious Facility 
(Convent, Monastery, 
Orphanage, Shrine) 9 1 3 2 2 17 
Stand-Alone Cemetery, 
Rural 3 10 1 23 11 48 
Stand-Alone Cemetery, 
Non-Rural 1 2 46 2 1 52 
Total: 13 13 50 27 14 117 
Stand-Alone Jewish Cemeteries 
As described previously and shown in Appendices 1 and 2, Jewish custom resulted in the 
establishment of only stand-alone cemeteries that were not in physical proximity to the houses of 
worship maintained by their congregations. Judaism is therefore the only religion represented in 
this study that maintained both houses of worship and burial grounds in New York City, but on 
physically separate properties at all times. The first Jewish cemetery was established by Sephardic 
Jews in 1656 and was situated outside the developed part of Lower Manhattan (Pool 1952). Some 
have speculated that it was located in the same area as the Shearith Israel cemetery that was 
established in the Chatham Square area of Manhattan in 1683, a portion of which continues to 
exist, though this is unconfirmed (ibid).49 At first, Shearith Israel was the only cemetery in use for 
all of the Jewish residents of Manhattan (ibid). However, by the 19th century, individual 
synagogues and other Jewish fraternal or social organizations were establishing independent 
cemeteries outside the city limits (ibid). Only one planned cemetery, originally established in 1828 
 
49 Given this ambiguity, only the confirmed first cemetery location has been included in the data set for this study. 
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on East 71st Street—then considered part of the “remote suburbs”— was never ultimately used for 
human interments, as it was determined to have been situated too far from the city to be of use 
(ibid:131).50  
As seen in Appendix 1, Jewish institutions began to establish large rural cemeteries by the 
mid-19th century, many of which are still active. A number of these burial grounds were 
established by synagogues or groups of synagogues that had previously maintained burial grounds 
elsewhere in the city. For example, Beth Olam Cemetery in Queens was established in 1851 by 
the aforementioned Congregation Shearith Israel after its many cemeteries in Manhattan were 
closed (Congregation Shearith Israel 2019). Plots at the cemetery are not formally sold, but instead 
are granted to deceased members of the congregation as part of the rights of membership (ibid).  
In addition to those groups associated with houses of worship, some Jewish cemeteries 
included in this data set were established by societies that provided for the healthcare and burial 
of its members. Others were founded by charitable organizations dedicated to providing free 
burials to Jewish persons whose bodies were unclaimed who lacked family, or who otherwise 
could not afford to purchase a grave and arrange for a funeral. Such charities were dedicated to 
performing the act of chesed shel emet, defined as “the ultimate act of loving kindness—for the 
deceased who are unable to repay the kindness” (Hebrew Free Burial Association 2016). The 
Hebrew Free Burial Association, which is still active in New York City, was founded as Chebra 
Agudas Achim Chesed Shel Emeth in 1888 (ibid). The organization established and continues to 
maintain Silver Lake Cemetery (established 1892) and Mount Richmond Cemetery (established 
1909) in Staten Island (ibid). The Mendelsohn Benevolent Society was chartered in 1844 with the 
objective of providing “mutual relief of the members thereof, and their families when in sickness, 
 
50 As no interments occurred in this proposed burial ground, it is not included in the data set examined in this study. 
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want, and destitution or distress, and the appropriations of money to purchase a suitable burying 
ground and to defray the necessary funeral and incidental expenses in the case of sickness or death 
of any member of the said society or his family” (New York State Legislature 1844:361). The 
following year, the group purchased a 75- by 100-foot plot of land on the southern side of East 
87th Street between Lexington and Park Avenues for use as a cemetery and it remained in use until 
1878 (Manhattan Liber 465, Page 439). It is unclear if the entire plot was used for burials as only 
the eastern 21-foot-wide portion of the property was reserved for use as a cemetery when the 
remainder of the property was sold in 1858 (Manhattan Liber 762, Page 621). The society also 
maintained burial plots at other cemeteries, including Salem Fields Cemetery and the Cemetery of 
the Evergreens (New York Times 1919; Turner 1999). Similar benevolent societies and burial 
organizations operated (and continue to operate) in New York City with many owning plots within 
the city’s large rural cemeteries (Jewish Genealogical Society 2018).  
Non-Rural, Stand-Alone Religious Cemeteries  
Of the 100 stand-alone institutional religious cemeteries included in this data set, 48 (48 
percent) were classified as rural cemeteries (an extended discussion of rural cemeteries is included 
in Chapter 6). Of the remaining religious cemeteries, 46 were located in Manhattan. The data 
collected for this study shows that larger religious cemeteries were utilized by many of 
Manhattan’s Churches and were maintained by dioceses, parishes, or other religious governing 
bodies. These included a large Catholic cemetery near the intersection of East 11th Street and First 
Avenue. In addition, a series of larger cemeteries operated by Quaker, Presbyterian, Methodist 
Episcopal, Methodist Episcopal Society, Baptist, and Reformed Dutch Churches in the area 
surrounding East Houston Street east of the Bowery Road. As shown in Appendices 1 and 2, 
similar cemeteries existed in smaller numbers in the outer boroughs, as the bulk of stand-alone 
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cemetery development in those areas involved rural cemeteries. Those cemeteries within the data 
set that existed outside of Manhattan that pre-dated the Rural Cemetery Movement included a 
small number of similar cemeteries established by Catholic, Methodist Episcopal, Presbyterian, 
Protestant Episcopal, and Reformed Protestant Dutch churches and other religious organizations. 
While these sites tended to be larger than churchyards, they lacked the vast acreage and romantic 
landscape design that would characterize later rural cemeteries (a discussion of differences in the 
size of cemeteries as documented by the GIS database is included in Chapter 8).  
GROUP 5: MUNICIPAL/GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED BURIAL GROUNDS 
While publicly-owned cemeteries maintained by municipal/governmental entities aren’t 
among the most common cemetery types in this data set, they represent some of the largest and 
most frequently utilized cemeteries that were documented in New York City, especially prior to 
the mid-19th century. Four general types of public cemeteries were identified in this study: early 
colonial community burial grounds; town/village cemeteries; potter’s fields; and cemeteries 
associated with publicly-funded institutions. Early communal burial grounds maintained by 
colonial and early American municipal institutions (e.g., towns or villages) were among the first 
interment places for persons of European descent in New York City. However, as the city grew 
increasingly urban and class distinctions increasingly stark, the city’s need for burial grounds for 
its impoverished, indigent, and unknown residents became apparent (Sutphin and Bankoff 2005).51 
Additional public cemetery locations included in this data set were associated with publicly-funded 
and municipally-operated institutions, which were often dedicated to the care of the city’s 
impoverished residents, such as hospitals and orphanages, or to those suffering from diseases 
 
51 Both the Dutch and British colonial governments passed legislation to provide funding for the care of the poor and 
indigent and provided early social welfare programs (Sutphin and Bankoff 2005).  
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warranting quarantine and separation from the city’s healthy residents. These cemeteries are 
discussed in greater detail below and shown on Figure 13. 
Community-Based Colonial Burial Grounds 
Following increasingly regular settlement of the New York City area by European colonists 
in the 17th century, the need for formalized burial places would presumably have quickly become 
apparent as the population grew and the city’s infrastructure and layout were more carefully 
planned. The earliest known formally-established cemetery that was documented as part of this 
study was the official cemetery of New Amsterdam, which as described above was established 
along the western side of Manhattan by 1628 and was in use for colonists of European descent 
through 1676 (burial sites for individuals of African descent were described previously) (Stokes 
1918:927; Inskeep 2000:146). As a large portion of New York’s settlers in the 17th century was 
Dutch, this early cemetery served as both the town cemetery and that of the first Dutch Reformed 
Church to be established in the colony (ibid). A second town cemetery was established further 
north, outside the developed limits of the city, which as described in Chapter 2, was later 
incorporated into the churchyard of Trinity Church after the British crown—and the associated 
Anglican Church—assumed control of the colony (ibid).  
As shown in Appendix 1, many colonial cemeteries are included in the data set that were 
established in the small towns and villages that arose throughout the boroughs of Brooklyn, Staten 
Island, and the portion of Westchester now included in the Bronx in the 17th and 18th centuries. 
The research completed for this study shows that many of these sites were originally founded as 
family cemeteries and were later expanded to serve larger communities. These include Berrien 
Cemetery in the Bronx, which was founded prior to 1706, the date of the oldest stone documented 
in the churchyard (Raftery 2016); Bushwick Village Cemetery, founded in Brooklyn in 1655 
General Location of Public Cemetery
Figure 13: Distribution of Public Burial Grounds and Potter's Fields
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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(Stiles, et al. 1884); the Old New Lots Cemetery, founded in Brooklyn in the 1680s (Hartgen 
2016); the Old Gravesend Cemetery, founded in Brooklyn in 1643 (LPC 1976); the Sylvan Grove 
cemetery in Staten Island, established as a family burial ground at an unknown date in the 17th 
century and later expanded for the use of the community (Salmon 2006); and the Blazing Star 
burial ground, which was established in southern Staten Island before 1751 (ibid). The practice of 
establishing community-based public cemeteries was especially prominent in Queens, which was 
a loose confederation of often widely-dispersed towns and villages in the 17th and 18th centuries 
(Copquin 2007). Community-based cemeteries established in Queens during the colonial era 
included Newtown Cemetery, established 1652 (Nostrand 1856 ); Prospect Cemetery, established 
1668 (LPC 1977); Springfield Cemetery, established 1670 (Inskeep 2000); the South Side 
Cemetery, established 1680 (Seyfried 1985); and the Brinkerhoff or Black Stump Cemetery, 
established before 1730 (LPC 2012).  
Town/Village Cemeteries 
Following the establishment of colonial burial grounds but before the advent of the Rural 
Cemetery movement beginning in the 1840s and New York City’s consolidation in 1898, many 
residents of Queens, Brooklyn, and the Bronx who were not buried in religious or homestead burial 
grounds were interred in localized town or village cemeteries. The data set shows that the majority 
of these local burial grounds were established during New York’s colonial occupation, as 
described previously, and many were in continued use well into the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries. These were supplemented by several community-based cemeteries established in the 
outer boroughs in the 19th century, several of which are still active. No such cemeteries were 
documented on Staten Island for this study, presumably because that island’s lower population 
 148 
meant that colonial-era town cemeteries were still available for use in addition to a large number 
of burial grounds on homesteads and houses of worship.  
Peripheral, well-organized town and village cemeteries were popularized in New England, 
and the town burial ground established in 1796 in New Haven, Connecticut is often identified as 
one of the first early-19th-century town cemeteries (Sloane 1991). Such cemeteries are often 
described as precursors to later rural cemeteries but lacking their enormous scope and carefully 
designed, romantic landscapes (ibid). The influence of New Haven’s revolutionary town cemetery 
appears to be visible in some of New York City’s town and village cemeteries established in the 
first half of the 19th century. Among the most prominent of these endeavors was the Wallabout 
Cemetery, founded by the Town of Brooklyn in the northwestern portion of the modern borough 
in 1825 (Inskeep 2000). The burial ground’s location was considered ideal because of its proximity 
to both the settled town and the Wallabout landing, making it convenient for both funeral 
processions and everyday visitors, and because its dry, rock-free soil was ideal for digging grave 
shafts (Long Island Star 1824). The cemetery was novel in its division into nine separate sections 
for use by eight different religious denominations (Reformed Dutch, Friends/Quaker, Presbyterian, 
Catholic, Methodist, Universalist, Episcopal, and Baptist) as well as a common burial area for the 
general public (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1844). The concept quickly gained popularity, with one 
writer from the Long Island Star describing the ideal early-19th cemetery as follows: 
A burying ground should be at first not very large, else there will be much waste 
ground; it will be neglected; will become overgrown with rank vegetation, and will 
be any thing else than the neat clean spot it ought to be. The plot should be divided 
into small family compartments, with very narrow passages between…Trees should 
be planted, not in avenues, but adjoining the graves…the weeping willow is 
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probably the best of all; but it should be intermingled with others of the like delicacy 
of shape (Long Island Star 1830:2).  
A similar burial ground had been attempted in the area bounded by 40th and 45th Streets 
and Fifth and Sixth Avenues in Manhattan two years before Wallabout Cemetery was established. 
Conceived of as a “universal cemetery” (CCCNY 1917 13:135), the graveyard was lined with a 
decorative wall and planted with ornamental trees (CCCNY 1917 13:289). The effort failed, 
however, and the burial ground was instead used as the city’s potter’s field (CCCNY 1917 13:289; 
Sloane 1991). The Wallabout Cemetery was more successful than the short-lived 45th Street 
cemetery and remained in use until the mid-19th century, when it was removed, and the remains 
interred within relocated to rural cemeteries including Green-Wood Cemetery, Cypress Hills 
Cemetery, Holy Cross Cemetery, and others (Inskeep 2000). Additional town cemeteries were 
established in the town of Astoria within Queens (two locations, the first in use between 1842 and 
1849 and the second used between 1849 and 1869) (Seyfried 1984); the 
Strattonport/Flammersburg Cemetery in modern College Point, Queens (1851 to 1858) (French 
2010); Canarsie/Flatlands town cemetery in Brooklyn (1832 to 1902) (Geismar 1987a); the Town 
of Flatlands cemetery in Brooklyn (1887 to the mid-20th century) (Kings Liber 1724, Pages 56 
and 57; Kings Conveyance Reel 409, Page 447); and the Canarsie Cemetery in Brooklyn (1888 to 
present) (Geismar 1987a). 
Potter’s Fields 
While town cemeteries were certainly used for the interment of those who could not afford 
to purchase a grave in a churchyard or private cemetery, local municipalities and later the City of 
New York also devoted immense tracts of land to potter’s fields for the burial of the indigent, 
unknown, stillborn, or those who died of communicable diseases and were at times banned from 
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other cemeteries at points in New York’s history (Sutphin and Bankoff 2005). The research 
completed for this study showed that many of religious organizations and other social or fraternal 
organizations maintained burial spaces for those who could not afford burial, either as segregated 
areas within larger cemeteries or on separate parcels of land all together. However, the majority of 
the burden of interring those who would otherwise not be properly interred fell onto municipalities. 
Known formally as the City Cemetery, the potter’s field on Hart Island in the Bronx has been 
active since 1869 and holds more than one million bodies on more than two million square feet of 
land (Bernstein 2016). Between 1838 and 1850, nearly 30,000 bodies, representing between 
approximately 15 and 30 percent of all of the interments within Manhattan for any given year, 
were buried in the City Cemetery, which was relocated within Manhattan and its outlying islands 
several times during that period (Sloane 1991:68).52 The number of burials in the potter’s field 
was far more than any other cemetery type during that time period and was only exceeded in 1844 
and 1845 by the number of burials in all of the cemeteries operated by the Methodist church 
combined (ibid). The establishment, maintenance, and operation of a potter’s field was therefore 
a large responsibility for local governments and later New York City. Access to a potter’s field 
would therefore have had a significant impact on the lives (and deaths) of the city’s residents, an 
impact that would have increased following the commercialization of cemeteries after the success 
Rural Cemetery Movement, which changed the economic nature of death and burial in New York 
City (ibid).  
The earliest potter’s fields were associated with the city’s poorhouses, known as locally as 
 
52 These statistics are based on a modified version of Table 4.1 as included in Sloane (1991:68) and based on annual 
reports published by the city’s Board of Aldermen (e.g., Board of Aldermen 1847). That table incorrectly includes the 
number of removed burials (included within the original Board of Aldermen records) within the calculation of the 
total number of interments in Manhattan and also incorrectly assigns the number of removed burials for the years 
1843 through 1850 to the years 1842 to 1849. These calculations have been corrected for the statistics presented here. 
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almshouses (Sutphin and Bankoff 2005). In Manhattan, cemeteries associated with the city’s 
Almshouse and the Bridewell, an adjacent prison, were established in Lower Manhattan by 1757 
and 1785, respectively, and were used for the interment of residents of those institutions (ibid). 
Similar cemeteries were later established at the Richmond County Poor Farm/Farm Colony (in use 
between 1829 and 1910) (Salmon 2006); the Kings County Almshouse (in use between 1832 and 
the early 1900s) (HPI 2016b); and the Queens County Cemetery (in use between 1844 and 1898) 
(Seyfried 1974). These institution-based potter’s fields were later replaced with increasingly large, 
independent burial sites that were situated outside the developed city limits and could be rapidly 
filled and quickly abandoned as the city’s population numbers swelled (Sutphin and Bankoff 
2005). Those potter’s fields that were on grounds designated only for the purposes of burial include 
the previously discussed Old Flushing Cemetery, which was established in Queens in 1840 and 
used as a potter’s field until the end of the century (Stone 1996). More than half of the individuals 
interred therein were of African descent and a number of Native Americans were also buried in 
the cemetery (ibid). The Village of Brooklyn similarly maintained a small potter’s field within 
what is now the Brooklyn Heights neighborhood that was in use in the first half of the 19th century 
(Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1852). 
Modern New York County, including Manhattan and the smaller islands that surround it, 
was the location of the greatest number of potter’s fields documented in this study, both before 
and after the consolidation of New York City in 1898 (see Figure 13). Following the closure of 
the Almshouse and Bridewell burial grounds, the first large potter’s field was established in the 
vicinity of what is now Madison Square Park, where it was in use between 1794 and 1797 (Inskeep 
2000). When the Common Council selected the site for the new cemetery, it was still referred to 
as the “burying ground of the Almshouse” (CCCNY 1917 2:92). After just three years of use, the 
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Common Council began the search for a new location for the city’s cemetery, one that was closer 
to the urban center and where, “the soil is sandy & covered with Brush which will hide the Graves 
& yet not interfere with digging them” (CCCNY 1917 2:348). The potter’s field was ultimately 
relocated to the area now occupied by Washington Square Park, then relatively isolated farmland. 
Tens of thousands of bodies were interred in the potter’s field in that location between 1797 and 
1825 (Geismar 2005a).  
The city allowed other organizations to utilize portions of the potter’s field during its period 
of active use. After being forced to close its overcrowded burial vaults in 1807, the AME Zion 
Church on Leonard Street was granted a 50- by 50-foot portion of the potter’s field for use as a 
graveyard (CCCNY 1917 5:586; Geismar 2005a).53 While the location of this plot within the larger 
cemetery is unknown, it was reportedly in a part of the potter’s field referred to as the “village,” 
and may have only been utilized during the summer months, when burials on the Leonard street 
property were prohibited (Bradley 1956:61). A similar request for space within the potter’s field 
had been made in 1800 by Congregation Shearith Israel, whose mid-17th-century cemetery in the 
vicinity of Chatham Square was nearly full (Pool 1952). However, that request was denied by the 
Common Council (ibid). It is unknown if other institutions or religious groups were granted use 
of sections of the potter’s field at that time and no such references appear in the Common Council’s 
published minutes.  
 
53 A reference in the Minutes of the Common Council to the AME Zion Church’s request for a portion of the potter’s 
field for use as a graveyard also included a reference to the Church seeking relief from an assessment levied for the 
construction of “First Street” (CCCNY 1917 5: 59). This has been interpreted in archaeological assessments (e.g., 
Geismar 2005a) to mean that the Washington Square potter’s field may have extended as far east as Mercer street, 
which is located two blocks to the east of the modern boundaries of the park and which was historically known as 
“First Street.” However, a subsequent entry in the Minutes regarding the same assessment, states “it appears that the 
Lot occupied as a burial ground, on which said Assessment is levied, belongs to some other African society” [emphasis 
added] and it is therefore assumed that the burial ground that received the assessment was the Saint Phillip’s Church 
Cemetery/Second African Burial ground situated on Chrystie Street, also historically known as “First Street” (CCCNY 
1917 5: 74). The potter’s field, including the portion utilized by the AME Zion Church, therefore appears to have been 
located largely within the boundaries of the existing park, as indicated on the 1817 Doughty map. 
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The Washington Square potter’s field was initially considered to be at a sufficient distance 
from the urban center of Manhattan that it would not have a negative effect on the urban residential 
area downtown. However, the rapid filling of the burial trenches and the sheer number of bodies 
being interred, often in the summer months, led to complaints made by the increasingly wealthy 
residents of the new neighborhood that formed in the area surrounding the cemetery in the early 
19th century (CCCNY 1917 10:532; 11:255). In 1823, the Common Council formed a committee 
to select a new location for the “City Burying Ground,” the name they preferred to the term 
“potter’s field” (CCCNY 1917 12:312). As mentioned previously, the new cemetery was originally 
planned to serve as not just a potter’s field, but as a dignified town cemetery where families and 
religious institutions could purchase their own plots (CCCNY 1917 12:312; Sloane 1991). The site 
that was selected was a more than 26-acre parcel located between East 40th and East 45th Streets 
and Fifth and Sixth Avenues. These five blocks are shown as the complete cemetery on the 1828 
Goodrich map; however, many other sources indicate that its northern limit was 42nd Street, 
containing the land that is now Bryant Park (Inskeep 2000). The size of the burial ground may 
have been reduced as a result of the failure of private citizens to purchase plots in the cemetery. 
Though the Washington Square potter’s field would remain in operation until 1825, the Bryant 
Park potter’s field opened in 1823 and was open for interments until the early 1840s (Geismar 
2005a; Sutphin and Bankoff 2005). 
For a period of nearly three decades between the 1840s and 1860s, the potter’s field was 
moved numerous times, each time to an increasingly larger location in an increasingly remote part 
of New York County. A potter’s field measuring more than four acres was located at the southeast 
corner of East 50th Street and Park Avenue between 1836 and 1843, serving as the last such 
cemetery on the island of Manhattan (Inskeep 2000). Between 1843 and 1854, burials occurred at 
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a new approximately 36-acre potter’s field located at the southern end of Randalls Island, within 
the East River to the east of Manhattan (Manhattan Liber 591, Page 352; Manhattan Liber 666, 
Page 317). That cemetery was replaced in 1852 with a potter’s field occupying more than 89 acres 
on non-contiguous parcels accounting for much of the eastern half of Wards Island (Manhattan 
Liber 606, Pages 365, 370, and 371). The Hart Island potter’s field, though smaller than the one 
that immediately preceded it, was opened in 1869 following the closure of the Wards Island 
cemetery in 1868 and continues to serve as the city’s potter’s field to this day (Inskeep 2000).  
Institutional Cemeteries: Public Hospitals and Quarantines 
The Manhattan Almshouse and Bridewell cemeteries that served as the first de facto 
potter’s fields in New York City also represented the first burial grounds associated with the City’s 
public welfare institutions. The research completed for this study showed that these types of 
institutions multiplied and grew increasingly specific during the 19th century, providing a range 
of social services to the sick and the indigent as well as to immigrants. While some public 
institutions relied on the use of the City Cemetery/potter’s field, others maintained on-site 
cemeteries for the burial of those who died in their care. As with the potter’s fields, these 
institutions (and their associated cemeteries) were often isolated on the islands surrounding 
Manhattan, physically separated from the healthy (and wealthy) residents of New York. Several 
institutional cemeteries were located on Randalls Island, including those associated with the House 
of Refuge (in use between 1874 and the 1930s), which was built on the site of the old potter’s field 
(Thompson 1895-1913); and the Almshouse Nursery (in use as early as 1845) (AKRF 2012b). The 
New York State Emigrant Hospital and Refuge was situated on nearby Wards Island and buried 
the remains of sick immigrants in its adjacent cemetery between 1874 and 1890 (Assembly of the 
State of New York 1876; Board of Health of the Health Department of the City of New York 
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1892). Staten Island was also home to several cemeteries associated with public institutions and 
hospitals. New York State founded the Seaman’s Retreat, a hospital and nursing home for sick and 
disabled sailors on Staten Island in 1831, which maintained at least two cemeteries on its vast 
property (Salmon 2006). Deceased sailors on Staten Island were later interred in the United States 
Merchant Marine Cemetery, now located within the larger rural Ocean View Cemetery, in the 
early 20th century (ibid).  
In addition to hospitals and orphanages, numerous government-operated quarantine 
hospitals were founded in the 18th and 19th centuries to isolate those persons arriving in the Port 
of New York who were believed to be carrying infectious diseases (Salmon 2006). As ocean travel 
during that time featured notoriously unsanitary conditions, many of those who emigrated to New 
York arrived in poor health. As with hospitals and later potter’s fields, the quarantine sites were 
relegated to the small islands located off Manhattan and to Staten Island. The first known 
quarantine cemetery was situated in an unknown location on Governors Island (within New York 
County), where a number of German Palatine refugees who were sequestered there may have been 
buried during the early 18th century (Lowenthal 2006).  
The federal government would later establish five additional quarantine hospital sites with 
burial grounds over the period between 1799 and 1889, all of which were located on (relatively) 
sparsely populated Staten Island. The first was situated in the Tompkinsville neighborhood of 
Staten Island in 1799 and remained in operation until it was destroyed by local residents in 1858 
(Salmon 2006; HPI 2017b). Two cemeteries were maintained on the Tompkinsville property and 
additional bodies from the hospital were interred at the Marine/Silver Lake Quarantine Cemetery, 
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now located within the Silver Lake Golf Course, between 1849 and 1860 (Salmon 2006).54 The 
quarantine facility was moved to a larger federal property in southeastern Staten Island, where it 
remained in operation between 1858 and 1890 (ibid). In the late 1800s, additional quarantine 
facilities with burial grounds or crematories were established on Swinburne and Hoffman Islands, 
two small landforms off the southeastern coast of Staten Island (Throop 1889). 
Public Monuments 
Two public monuments dedicated to the lives of honored military heroes and notable New 
York City residents were documented in New York City as part of this research. The first is the 
tomb holding the remains of Civil War General and United States President Ulysses S. Grant and 
his wife, Julia, known as the General Grant National Memorial, which is located on Riverside 
Drive on the Upper West Side of Manhattan. After his death in 1885, Grant’s remains were first 
held in a temporary brick tomb constructed within the park while the existing, ornate marble tomb 
was completed more than a decade later (LPC 1975; National Park Service n.d.). The site is both 
a National Memorial, listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places, and a New York 
City Landmark. A lesser-known public monument containing human remains is Worth Square, a 
small City park located to the west of Madison Square Park, the former potter’s field. The square 
holds the remains of and was named for General William Jenkins Worth, a veteran of the Second 
Seminole War and the Mexican War (NYC Parks n.d. b). His remains were initially buried at 
Green-Wood Cemetery after his death in 1849 and were later removed to the square honoring his 
memory in 1857 (ibid; Snyder 2005).  
 
54 The remains of individuals disinterred from the Tompkinsville Quarantine site during archaeological investigations 
between 2006 and 2014 were placed in two coffins and re-interred on the site following the construction of a new 
courthouse in 2014 (HPI 2017b).  
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The reinterment location of the remains exhumed as a result of the archaeological 
investigation of the African Burial Ground (discussed in greater detail previously) is also 
categorized here as a public monument. The remains of more than 400 people exhumed during the 
archaeological investigation of that site were reburied in hand-carved coffins within crypts that 
now lie beneath burial mounds within the limits of the African Burial Ground National Monument, 
which is maintained by the National Park Service (Frohne 2015). 
Military Cemeteries 
Only sixteen cemeteries associated with prolonged military activity (and not battlefield 
burials) such as camps, forts, prisons, hospitals, and public monuments were documented within 
New York City as part of this study (see Figure 14). Some military burial sites were used only for 
short periods of time and were tied to specific domestic or international conflicts. Such sites 
include a burial ground associated with a Union Army camp on Hart Island during the Civil War; 
the burial of American captives held on prison ships along the shores of the Wallabout Bay during 
the Revolutionary War; and a cemetery used for soldiers stationed at the Half Moon Fort in what 
is now Brooklyn Heights during the Revolutionary War (see Appendix 1 for additional 
information). The prison ship burials were partially exhumed and relocated to different public 
monuments three times between 1808 and 1908 and are currently interred within a monument 
constructed for that purpose in what is now Fort Greene Park (Stiles 1867; Geismar 2003; Geismar 
2005b). Manhattan’s three military cemeteries are located on Governors Island, which was almost 
exclusively occupied by military facilities in the 18th, 19th, and much of the 20th centuries (Stone 
2014). These include two burial grounds associated with the island’s fortifications that are known 
to have been associated with military activity (ibid). The third burial ground on Governors Island 
represents the second location of the Andes Road cemetery that was encountered during  
Figure 14: Distribution of Military Cemeteries
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
General Location of Military Cemetery
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construction efforts on the island (Glen 2006; Stone 2014). This cemetery is unique in that although 
the remains were unidentified when they were exhumed, the island’s long history of military use 
resulted in the assumption that the remains were associated with an earlier military cemetery. 
Although their military affiliation was unconfirmed, the remains were reburied on an adjacent site 
with traditional military honors (Glen 2006).  
The data collection showed that four cemeteries were located on the grounds of forts within 
three of New York’s boroughs that were in use for varying lengths of time. Many of these 
cemeteries were established during or otherwise in use during the Civil War, during which time 
the number of military cemeteries in the United States increased dramatically as a result of the 
high volume of soldiers dying during battle (Faust 2008; Baugher and Veit 2014). These sites 
included Fort Schuyler in the Bronx (in use 1827 to 1867) (Raftery 2016); Fort Hamilton in 
Brooklyn (in use 1862 to 1866) (Holt 2010); Fort Greene in Brooklyn (in use for an unknown 
period of time after 1815) (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1875b); and Fort Totten in Queens (in use 1862 
to 1886) (Brooklyn Times Union 1902); in addition to a cemetery on the grounds of the Brooklyn 
Naval Hospital (in use 1831 to 1910) (Geismar 1999). The need for separate burial grounds at 
individual forts was negated by the opening of the Cypress Hills National Cemetery, which was a 
distinct entity from the nearby privately-owned Cypress Hills Cemetery. The majority of Cypress 
Hills National Cemetery is located in Brooklyn, but a portion also extends into the Queens border. 
It was in use between 1862 and 1954 and is the only rural cemetery established for military 
purposes and is the only National Cemetery within New York City (Inskeep 2000; Snyder 2005).  
Documentary References to Battlefield Burials 
As described in Chapter 4, battlefield burial sites are not included in this study, although 
several are known to have existed within New York City. All reported battlefield burials in the 
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City were associated with Revolutionary War activity. These burial locations are briefly 
summarized below: 
• The “Indian Field” burial site in what is now Van Cortlandt Park marks the site 
where members of a Native American (Mohican, Wappinger, and Munsee) 
battalion that was fighting alongside the American forces were buried after being 
killed during a battle in 1778 (Raftery 2016). The remains, which may have also 
included British soldiers who perished during the battle, were reportedly interred 
in a common grave by a local family days after the battle. The exact location of the 
burial site is unknown, with multiple historians identifying the burial site in 
different locations. A commemorative marker placed by the Daughters of the 
American Revolution has been determined to be in a different location than the 
burials (ibid). 
• The remains of American soldiers interred within Fort Independence in the Bronx 
were reported to have been exhumed during landscaping in the early 20th century. 
Local archaeologist Reginald Pelham Bolton determined that the remains were 
those of soldiers who were killed during and buried following a 1777 battle at the 
fort (Robins 2011). However, little information exists regarding the remains and 
what characteristics prompted Bolton to identify them as having been associated 
with the fort and the battle, as the 17th century Archer family cemetery was also 
known to have been located on the same hill as the fort (Raftery 2016).  
• Towards the beginning of the Revolutionary War in August 1776, a number of 
American and British soldiers were killed during the Battle of Brooklyn, which was 
fiercest in the vicinity of what is now the Gowanus Canal. Both the number of 
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soldiers killed in the battle and the location of burials has been in dispute since the 
late 19th century (Parry 2017; AKRF 2018). It is unknown if those killed in action 
were buried in a mass grave as has long been suggested by mid-19th-century 
historians; buried in improvised graves where they fell; or left on the ground surface 
in the locations where they died (Parry 2017). Three British officers known to have 
been killed in the battle were interred in a fenced-in area near the battlefield (ibid).  
• Two American officers killed during the Battle of Harlem Heights and a third 
officer killed during a subsequent battle on Randalls Island are believed to have 
been buried on a hillside in the vicinity of what is now West 147th Street and Saint 
Nicholas Avenue (American Scenic and Historic Preservation Society 1903). 
• A British army deserter was allegedly buried in a field north of Thomas 
Cumberson’s house in Queens by British soldiers following an attempted robbery 
at some point during the Revolutionary War (Riker 1852). 
• R.P. Bolton’s 1905 map of northern Manhattan identifies the grave of Colonel 
William Baxter within Fort Clinton in the area northeast of the intersection of what 
is now Audubon Avenue and Fort George Avenue. 
• Burials believed to have been associated with an encampment of Hessian soldiers 
were reported by early New York archaeologist Alanson Skinner after having been 
encountered during construction efforts in the Bowman’s Brook in northwestern 
Staten Island (Skinner 1926). The burials reportedly included “a trench containing 
human skeletons buried at length…[near] British military buttons, and remains of 
heavy hobnailed shoes” (ibid:72). Though the remains were found near precontact 
burials, Skinner identified them as casualties who died after being injured at the 
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Battle of Monmouth. Troops had fled to Staten Island following that battle in 1776 
and established camps for the purposes of rest and recovery, and some are believed 
to have been buried in that location (ibid). 
• The remains of individuals believed to have been British soldiers were encountered 
during the excavation of a basement in the vicinity of East 104th Street and 
Lexington Avenue in Manhattan (Burrows and Wallace 1999).  
• Human remains believed to be associated with soldiers killed during the 
Revolutionary War were encountered within the streetbed of Fort Washington 
Avenue near 181st Street in 1902 (New York Times 1902a). The remains were 
believed to have been associated with soldiers, possibly Hessians, killed during the 
Battle of Fort Washington in November 1776 or with those who may have been 
stationed at the fort before or after the battle (ibid; Bolton 1916). The remains were 
found within a burial trench situated approximately 6 to 8 feet below what was then 
the ground surface, beneath a level of fill (Bolton 1916).). A brick-lined grave 
believed to contain the remains of a British officer were also reported within Fort 
Washington Avenue (ibid). 
• Human remains were exhumed by a property owner near 196th Street in 
Washington Heights that were suspected to have been associated with a military 
burial (Bolton 1916).  
GROUP 6: PRIVATELY-OWNED CEMETERIES  
The data set indicates that an increase in the number of privately-owned cemeteries in New 
York City that were not connected to religious institutions or homesteads occurred towards the 
beginning of the Rural Cemetery Movement (see Figure 15). Based on the research completed for  
Figure 15: Distribution of Privately-Owned Cemeteries
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
General Location of Privately-Owned Cemetery
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this study, the popularity of that movement appears to have led to a dramatic increase in private 
cemetery corporations after the passage of New York State’s 1847 Rural Cemetery Act. Almost 
all of the private cemetery corporations included in the data set that were chartered at this time 
were associated with rural cemeteries. This Rural Cemetery Movement ultimately led to the 
commercialization of the cemetery industry and the commodification of burial (Sloane 1991:28). 
The majority of private cemeteries established in New York City as included in the data set were 
commercial efforts, opening up vast rural cemeteries for the sole purpose of creating 
neighborhoods for the dead, or at least those who could afford to purchase a plot. However, in 
addition to these commercial cemeteries, some privately-owned burial grounds were also 
established on the grounds of private institutions, including hospitals and orphanages operated by 
private charitable groups. These differing private cemetery types are discussed in greater detail 
below. 
Privately-Owned Commercial Cemeteries  
Among the first commercial cemeteries to be established in New York City were the New 
York Marble Cemetery, established in 1830 on the west side of Second Avenue between East 2nd 
and East 3rd Streets, and the New York City Marble Cemetery, established in 1831 on the northern 
side of East 2nd Street between First and Second Avenues (Sloane 1991). The cemeteries were 
founded by businessmen who had supported the 1823 ban on cemeteries south of Canal and Grand 
Streets and the two burial grounds were “clearly intended to be alternatives to churchyard and 
graveyard interment…reflect[ing] a distrust of innovation and a desire to retain as much as possible 
the practices of the past” (Sloane 1991:40–41). Though popular among the wealthy residents of 
Manhattan, other New Yorkers were hesitant to purchase plots in these early private burial grounds 
(Baugher and Veit 2014:129). And though the Marble Cemeteries were thought to have been 
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established a sufficient distance from the city’s urban core, early-19th-century surges in both 
population and development resulted in the cemeteries quickly becoming engulfed by the city 
(ibid).  
The Rural Cemetery Movement solved many of the problems experienced by the two 
Marble Cemeteries with respect to the limited space available for burials and the encroachment of 
urban development. It also led to a dramatic increase in the number of privately-owned cemeteries 
in New York City, all of which were rural cemeteries and almost all of which are still active (see 
Appendix 1). As previously discussed, Green-Wood Cemetery became the first private, rural 
cemetery when it was established in Brooklyn in 1838 (Inskeep 2000). Plans for a similar burial 
ground known as the “Mount Lebanon Cemetery” in northern Manhattan on a 13-acre plot of land 
along Bloomingdale Road (now Broadway) between West 136th and 139th Streets appear to have 
been made in the late 1830s (The Evening Post 1838b). Announcements advertising lots for sale 
within the cemetery ran in local newspapers for several months between October 1838 and July 
1839, but no evidence that the cemetery was ever actually established or used for interments could 
be located and it is therefore omitted from this study (ibid; The Evening Post 1839). As planned, 
the cemetery was intended to be “a spot where individuals may deposit the remains of departed 
friends with security and where they may rest in undisturbed quiet and repose until the end of all 
things” (The Evening Post 1838b:1). In November 1838, one of the founding trustees, L.E. 
Embree, placed an ad on the front page of the New York American stating “it being very desirable 
to commence the building of the vaults immediately, such persons as feel an interest in the subject 
[of the cemetery] are requested to call and subscribe for one or more lots” (New York American 
1838:1). It is therefore possible that such interest was lacking and in the absence of investments, 
the idea was abandoned as no other documentary evidence of its actual use as a burial ground could 
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be located and it is unknown if any interments occurred on the site. The property was foreclosed 
upon and sold at public auction in 1843; neither property records nor newspaper accounts refer to 
burials having taken place on the property (Manhattan Liber 436, Page 596). Commercial failure 
was not unheard of at this time, and other early private cemeteries faced similar financial troubles, 
including the previously-discussed Citizens Union Cemetery in Brooklyn and its possible 
predecessor on West 45th Street in Manhattan.  
Queens was home to the largest number of private cemeteries documented for this study, 
including Linden Hill Methodist Cemetery (established 1842),55 Cypress Hills Cemetery (1848), 
Cemetery of the Evergreens (1849), Lutheran All-Faiths Cemetery (1850), Mount Olivet Cemetery 
(1850), Flushing Cemetery (1853), Maple Grove Cemetery (1875), and Cedar Grove Cemetery 
(1893) (Inskeep 2000). Staten Island was also home to a number of privately-owned cemeteries, 
many of which are now preserved and no longer active (Salmon 2006). The private cemeteries on 
Staten Island were physically smaller than those established in Queens and were established well 
into the 20th century, later than those in Queens. These cemeteries include Staten 
Island/Factoryville Cemetery (established 1840), Woodland Cemetery (1854), Fountain Cemetery 
(1866), Silver Mount Cemetery (1866), Fairview Cemetery (1876), Van Street Cemetery (1889; 
within Fountain Cemetery), Oceanview/Valhalla Cemetery (1900), and Frederick Douglass 
Memorial Cemetery (1935) (Salmon 2006). 
Cemeteries on the Grounds of Private Institutions 
Cemeteries on the property of private institutions were found throughout New York City 
during the research completed for this study. Two separate burial areas were located on the grounds 
 
55 Although the Linden Hill cemetery was established by Methodists, it is a non-sectarian cemetery (Linden Hill United 
Methodist Cemetery n.d.).  
 167 
of Sailor’s Snug Harbor, a private hospital/nursing home for sailors on Staten Island that 
maintained adjacent burial grounds set aside for residents and another memorial for the hospital’s 
founder over his remains elsewhere on the property (Salmon 2006). The Mariner’s Family Asylum, 
a private institution dedicated to housing and caring for the elderly relatives of sailors in Clifton, 
Staten Island, also maintained a cemetery on its grounds as did the New York Nursery and Child’s 
Hospital, a private orphanage and hospital in the Manor Heights neighborhood of Staten Island 
(ibid). The Leake and Watts Orphanage, established in 1843, kept a cemetery on its grounds in the 
Harlem neighborhood of Manhattan until the institution moved further north and its cemetery was 
obliterated in 1879 (Inskeep 2000). The Vanderbilt family cemetery in Staten Island and Little 
Neck Matinecock/Hicks-Waters Family Cemetery in Queens (discussed previously) are also 
characterized here as private cemeteries, as they were privately-owned and used for 
family/community burials but were not necessarily connected to a larger homestead or family 
property associated with their founding (Powell and Meigs 1932; Salmon 2006). The West Farms 
Solders Cemetery was established by John Butler in the Bronx in 1827 and served as a private 
cemetery for the local community (Raftery 2016). Similarly, the Vaughan Cemetery was 
established on Staten Island in 1895 and was initially a private, non-sectarian cemetery before 
becoming incorporated into the adjacent cemetery of Saint Luke’s Church in 1927 (Staten Island 
Liber 642, Page 313; Salmon 2006).  
CEMETERIES OF UNKNOWN USE 
Three of the cemeteries documented as part of this study could not be fully identified. One 
is the first location of the previously-discussed cemetery situated on what is now Andes Road on 
Governors Island. While it was reburied with military honors, its initial use was never confirmed 
(Herbster 1997; Glen 2006; Stone 2014). 
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The second unknown cemetery was a colonial cemetery documented by Reginald P. Bolton 
near the intersection of Dyckman and Sherman Streets in northern Manhattan. In maps published 
in 1905 and 1906, Bolton refers to the site only as “settlers’ graves” or “graves of colonists, 1700–
1772.” Due to its presence on a small hill, the site was referred to as “The Knoll” (Skinner 1909). 
It was initially excavated by Alexander Chenoweth, who identified it as a Native American burial 
site due to the presence of precontact features and artifacts in the immediate area (Chenoweth 
1894). However, due to the presence of possible headstones, coffin fragments, and lead buttons in 
addition to the orientation of the burials, the site was later identified as a historic period cemetery 
(Skinner 1909). As a result of both his methodology and interpretations, Chenoweth was accused 
by local residents and avocational archaeologists of “desecrating” a burial ground associated with 
some of the area’s oldest settlers (The Sun 1890:3).  
The final unknown cemetery was located in the Flushing neighborhood of Queens along 
what is now Douglaston Parkway, formerly the Alley Road. The cemetery is identified on maps 
(e.g., the 1933 Whitson survey) and historical conveyance records (e.g., Queens Liber 594, Page 
89) only as the “old burying ground.” The cemetery is depicted in close proximity to a “church 
plot” and an easement leading to the church plot from the former Alley Road ran along the southern 
and eastern sides of the burial place, possibly indicating that the burial ground was associated with 
a former church. However, no documentary records could be located that confirmed the identity 
of the cemetery or those who were interred there.   
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CHAPTER 6:  
THE EVOLUTION OF NEW YORK CITY’S CEMETERIES OVER TIME 
THE TRANSITION TO THE MODERN DEATHSCAPE 
New York’s residents’ relationships with, and proximity to, death and burial changed 
dramatically over time. In the days of the city’s colonial occupation, death was a constant presence. 
With burial grounds adjacent to residences and houses of worship, the city’s residents would have 
faced the visible presence of death as they went about their daily lives. The possibility of one’s 
own demise was sufficiently ever-present that people acquired burial shrouds and coffins to keep 
on hand in the event of their deaths (Earle 1896; Vanderbilt 1899). Replacement shrouds were 
purchased for those that were acquired too early and deteriorated; and some formal attire was saved 
for burial, never to be worn during life (Vanderbilt 1899). By the mid- to late 19th century, the 
commercialization of the deathscape changed nearly every aspect of how people responded to 
death and dying (Sloane 1991:128).  
While the previous chapter outlined the individual cemeteries that comprise this study’s 
data set, this chapter examines how those cemeteries helped to form the broader deathscape of 
New York City. Because the deathscape was fluid and ever-changing, changes in the types of 
burial grounds established and used at different periods of time represent the changes experienced 
by New Yorkers with respect to how they viewed their own society as well as the larger world. As 
described in Chapter 1, the cemeteries can be interpreted as the material representation of changes 
in the schools of thought surrounding death, disease, and memory. This chapter specifically 
analyzes how the burial choices made by New Yorkers changed over time and how those changes 
brought about the formation of the modern deathscape and the cemeteries within it. Those choices 
were heavily influenced by New York’s urban environment, which affected the city’s preference 
for different cemetery types and also dictated how the physical act of burial was performed in ways 
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rarely seen in rural areas. This chapter will also show how the deathscape was affected by 
revolutions in cemetery fashion over time, which lead to the continued preference for rural 
cemeteries in the present day. 
THE URBANIZATION OF THE DEATHSCAPE 
The evolution of New York’s burial landscape is closely linked with that of its urban 
landscape and infrastructure. As the city transformed from a small, colonial outpost to a massive 
center of commerce, its cemeteries, too, transformed in response. The research completed for this 
study shows that New York’s cemeteries evolved from small burial grounds—in some cases in 
rural areas and in others set amidst dense urban development—into massive memorial parks on 
the periphery of the urban core. Many of the earliest cemeteries in New York were atypical of 
those typically found in urban areas because they were established before New York itself was 
urbanized. The data set included in Appendix 1 shows that over time, as the city grew and changed, 
its cemeteries, like its buildings, infrastructure, and other aspects of its urban identity, became 
larger, more densely packed, and better equipped to handle the needs of a large metropolitan 
population. In this way, burial grounds were adapted to the urban ways of life experienced by New 
York’s residents.  
As shown in Chart 6-1 and Table 6-1, the data collected for this study shows that the 
urban influence is visible in the preference for different cemetery types over time. This is especially 
true within Manhattan and northwestern Brooklyn, which were established as urban areas long 
before the remainder of what is now New York City followed suit. The data set shows that far 
fewer homestead cemeteries were established throughout Manhattan and within the boundaries of 
the former City of Brooklyn as compared to the other, more rural boroughs. While this may be the 
result of better documentation of such cemeteries outside of the urban core (e.g., Davis 1889; 
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Powell and Meigs 1932), this is presumably due to the fact that many of the residents of Manhattan 
and northwestern Brooklyn lived in the densely populated neighborhoods where communal 
cemeteries and religious burial grounds associated with houses of worship were more common. 
The data set shows that Manhattan was also the site of a significantly larger number of potter’s 
fields (nearly 60 percent of the total number across all of New York City). This is presumably a 
result of greater the socio-economic stratification of a larger population resulting in a greater need 
for municipally-funded burials for those who otherwise could not afford interment. As potter’s 
fields were also used for the interment of those who died of highly contagious diseases of the type 
common in crowded areas, a greater number of deaths from communicable diseases could also 
lead to a greater need for potter’s field burials.  
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Chart 6-1 Cemetery Usage Over Time by Type/Sub-Type
African/Communal African/Unknown Homestead/Enslaved
Homestead/Family Homestead/ Family and Enslaved Military/Combined
Native American Private/Family Private/Institution
Private/Non-Sectarian Private/Unknown Public/Almshouse, Potter's Field
Public/Communal Public/Hospital, Quarantine Public/Monument
Religious/Institution Religious/Worship Unknown
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Table 6-1: Cemetery Establishment Over Time by Type/Sub-Type 
Type- 
Sub-Type 
17th 
C. 
1700-
1749 
1750-
1799 
1800- 
1849 
1850-
1899 
1900-
1949 
1950-
Pres. Unk. Total 
Peak 
Usage 
Individuals of 
African 
Descent-
Communal 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 6 
17th c. to 
1827 
Individuals of 
African 
Descent -
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
17th c. to 
1827 
Homestead-
Enslaved 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 6 
17th c. to 
1827 
Homestead-
Family 13 28 45 31 7 0 0 15 139 
17th 
century–  
c. 1850 
Homestead-
Family/ 
Enslaved 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 
17th c. to 
1827 
Military-All 
Combined 0 0 3 5 6 1 1 0 16 1750–1900 
Native 
American 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Before 17th 
century 
Private-Family 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 No trend 
Private-
Institution 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 5 
19th 
century 
Private-Non-
Sectarian 0 0 0 9 16 2 0 0 27 
19th 
century 
Private-
Unknown 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 No trend 
Public-
Almshouse/ 
Potter's Field 0 0 4 9 3 0 0 0 16 1750–1900 
Public-
Communal 10 2 2 4 3 0 0 0 21 
17th 
century–  
c. 1850 
Public-
Hospital/ 
Quarantine 0 1 1 3 4 1 1 0 11 1700–1950 
Public-
Monument 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 4 No trend 
Religious-
Institution 1 1 6 55 38 11 5 0 117 1800–1950 
Religious-
Worship 15 12 22 78 18 2 0 0 147 
17th 
century– 
c. 1900 
Unknown 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 No trend 
TOTAL: 47 45 87 199 102 17 8 21 527 n/a 
Note: For the purposes of this table, the date of establishment of several cemeteries was estimated based on 
the oldest known burial (e.g., that documented on gravestones or on other documentary records describing 
property ownership, etc.). Where possible, homestead cemetery establishment dates were determined using 
property ownership records, historical wills, etc. 
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The higher population density of Manhattan’s urban center appears to have resulted in the 
construction of a greater number of houses of worship, as has been documented elsewhere 
(Rothschild 2008:44–56). The expansion of churches would have also created a greater number of 
churchyards, burial vaults, and other cemeteries established by religious organizations. Manhattan 
was the home to 43 percent of the cemeteries established by religious institutions as documented 
by this study and 49 percent of the cemeteries associated with houses of worship in New York 
City. The rural areas of Brooklyn as well as Queens, the Bronx, and Staten Island before 
consolidation in 1898 appear to have favored cemetery types such as homestead graveyards and 
smaller religious cemeteries (see Appendix 1). As the data set shows, by the mid- to late 19th 
century, these boroughs were home to nearly all of the active rural cemeteries, including both 
private, non-sectarian rural cemeteries and those established by religious groups. These cemeteries 
were originally established in what were at the time the more rural parts of New York City. These 
peripheral areas appear to have provided cemetery corporations with sufficient space to dedicate 
to their burial grounds, some of which covered hundreds of acres, an otherwise impossible feat in 
a dense urban area.  
THREE PHASES OF CEMETERY ESTABLISHMENT VISIBLE IN THE DEATHSCAPE 
The data set shows that different cemetery types were in common usage at different times 
throughout New York’s history and for many cemetery types, distinct temporal phases of use are 
visible in the city’s burial grounds. Table 6-1 and Chart 6-1 depict a simplified assessment of the 
establishment of different cemetery types by year with an estimate of the peak periods of use for 
each cemetery type (where such trends could be identified). These peak periods were generally 
consistent with those seen elsewhere in the United States (Sloane 1991:4–5). Specific to New York 
City, this study observed three general phases during which significant phases in cemetery type 
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usage occurred, albeit with significant overlaps (see Charts 6-2 and 6-3). The first phase 
represents colonial cemeteries established between the 17th century and c. 1750 (including Native 
American cemeteries maintained through the historic period). The second phase, though the 
shortest having lasted between c. 1751 and 1850, represents the largest period of cemetery 
expansion and establishment in New York City. Finally, the third phase represents the transition 
to the modern deathscape characterized by rural cemeteries between c. 1851 and the present.  
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The cemetery sites associated with each phase of cemetery evolution in New York City are 
depicted on Figure 16 and are discussed in greater detail below. Certain cemetery types do not 
appear to fit into the three-phase model presented here, however, and are not linked to specific 
time periods. For example, military cemeteries appear to have been established according to local 
need: certain short-term military burial sites were connected with specific conflicts (e.g., the 
Revolutionary or Civil Wars) and others with military bases that were occupied for decades. Other 
cemetery types that do not seem to fit into the three-phase model were simply represented in 
sufficiently small numbers that distinct trends could not be observed, including cemeteries 
associated with public monuments, or privately-owned family cemeteries that were not linked to 
ancestral homesteads.  
Phase 1: The Colonial Era, 17th Century through 1750 
The first phase observed in this study occurred during the colonial era between the 17th 
century and c. 1750. Burial grounds established during this phase typically included frontier 
burials, which were soon replaced by community-based public burial grounds, segregated burial 
grounds for the enslaved, churchyards, and homestead burying grounds. Of the 527 cemeteries 
identified as part of this study, nearly one hundred (approximately 17 percent) date to this phase 
of cemetery establishment. Of these, more than half were homestead cemeteries, including at least 
five that included burials of enslaved persons. This represents nearly than one-third of all the 
homestead cemeteries in this study and half of the total number of homestead burials associated 
with enslavement. More than a quarter of the cemeteries established during this phase were on the 
grounds of houses of worship and 14 percent were public cemeteries. Other cemeteries established 
during this phase were represented in far smaller numbers, including three cemeteries for 
individuals of African descent that were not affiliated with homesteads; one religious institution 
Phase 1: 17th c. to 1750
Phase 2: 1751 to 1850
Phase 3: 1851 to Present
Unknown Date of Establishment
Figure 16: Cemeteries by Phase of Establishment
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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cemetery; one private cemetery; and one unknown cemetery. 
Phase 2: Peak Cemetery Establishment Between 1751 to 1850 
The second phase of cemetery establishment in New York City that was observed in the 
data set occurred during the decades leading up to the Revolutionary War and in the early 
American period between c. 1751 and 1850. This phase represents the overall peak of cemetery 
establishment in New York City and more than 54 percent of the cemeteries documented for this 
study were founded during this time. Throughout this phase, homestead cemeteries and 
churchyards remained consistently popular as they had since the 17th century, and the 
establishment of those types of cemeteries increased significantly with respect to both count and 
geographic extent. At the same time, the data set shows that larger cemeteries established by 
religious institutions unrelated to individual houses of worship grew in prominence, as did public 
cemeteries established by towns and villages. The presence of both types of cemeteries appears to 
have increased in particular between 1800 and the mid-19th century. This increase was likely 
closely tied to changes in burial legislation changed in relation to the misunderstanding of the 
relationship between illness and urban burials as discussed in Chapter 2. During the first half of 
the 19th century, as burials were outlawed in Lower Manhattan and northwestern Brooklyn, many 
older cemeteries could no longer legally be used. As a result, new cemeteries would have been 
needed both for new interments and for the reinterment of remains removed from older cemetery 
sites. This greater need for new burial space in the first half of the 19th century likely resulted in 
the surge in the number of cemeteries that were established during this time as seen in the data set.  
The expansion of cemetery establishment during the second phase was likely also 
influenced by the increase in population and population density. As documented in Chapter 2, 
limited population data is available prior to 1790, when the first federal census was recorded. 
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However, the limited data that is available suggests that population growth was not as extreme 
before 1750 as it would be in the second half of the 18th century and into the 19th century 
(Rosenwaike 1972; Greene and Harrington 1981; see Table 2-1 and Chart 2-1). The total 
population of what is now New York City in was less than 24,000 people in 1703 and less than 
36,500 people in 1749 (Greene and Harrington 1981:93).56 By the time the 1790 federal census 
was recorded, the population had swelled to nearly 116,000 people as a result of post-
Revolutionary War demographic changes (Manson, et al. 2018).57 The population of Manhattan 
alone as recorded in 1790 was equivalent to 91 percent of the total population of the city as 
recorded in 1749. The dramatic increase in population in the second half of the 18th century and 
into the early 19th century would have resulted in a need for a greater number of burial spaces to 
accommodate a significantly larger population. The most striking changes during this time as 
observed in the data set occurred with respect to homestead, religious, and privately-owned 
institution cemeteries, as discussed below. 
Changes in Homestead Graveyards in Phase 2 
The second phase saw the peak of the establishment of homestead cemeteries, including 
those for private families and enslaved persons, which were the second-most commonly-
established cemetery type during this phase (see Chart 6-3). A total of 32 percent of family 
cemeteries in the data set were established in the second half of the 18th century and 22 percent in 
the first half of the 19th century. The number of homestead cemeteries appears to have dropped 
 
56 These counts include the population residing in those portions of Queens and Westchester Counties now located 
outside the boundaries of modern New York City. Furthermore, these counts represent a combined total of all 
individuals recorded in censuses of that time, including both adults and children as well as persons of both European 
and African descent, as well as those categorized as “other,” some of whom may have been Native American (Greene 
and Harrington 1981:93).  
57 This total also includes portions of the populations of Queens and Westchester County situated outside the 
boundaries of modern New York City.  
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dramatically after c. 1850, by which time most family farms and large estates had been divided to 
allow for urban development. The data set shows that many homestead graveyards were removed 
or fell out of use once larger properties were subdivided for development and families moved away 
from long-held ancestral estates. Slavery had been abolished in New York State in 1827, 
potentially eliminating the need or use of homestead burials for enslaved persons, although 
documentary evidence suggests that some continued to be used for free persons of African descent 
following emancipation, including the Harlem African Burial Ground and the Van Brunt family 
enslaved persons burial ground (Van Brunt 1828-1830; HPI 2011a; AKRF 2016a; AKRF 2018). 
The advent of the Rural Cemetery movement also appears to have caused small, isolated 
cemeteries such as those on homesteads to fall out of fashion, as was commonly observed in cities 
across North America and Europe in the 19th century (Etlin 1984; Sloane 1991).  
Three of the six homestead cemeteries within the data set that were established after c. 
1850 were founded in the early 1850s and therefore represent the transition from the second to the 
third phase of cemetery establishment. Two additional cemeteries established in the early 1860s—
the Van Barclem and Ditmars family cemeteries, now included within the cemetery of the 
Flatlands Reformed Dutch Church—represent the legal subdivision of an older family cemetery 
dating to the 17th century (Kings Liber 658, Page 350; Kings Liber 1348, Page 28; Kings Liber 
Reel 535, Page 1657). The remaining homestead cemetery, associated with the Fountain family, 
was established on more rural Staten Island in 1863 and three years later was incorporated into the 
larger private, non-sectarian Fountain Cemetery (Salmon 2006; Salmon 2015). No homestead 
cemeteries included in the data set were established thereafter in either urban or rural locations 
within New York City.  
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Changes in Religious Burial Grounds in Phase 2 
The data set indicates that religious cemeteries also experienced significant changes 
between the late 18th and early 19th centuries. As described above, during the first phase, religious 
cemeteries were almost exclusively situated on the grounds of houses of worship. However, the 
data set suggests that the second phase of the development of New York City’s deathscape saw an 
increasing preference for religious cemeteries on sites that were independent of houses of 
worship.58 This shift was more prevalent in the urbanized areas in Manhattan and Brooklyn and 
was largely in response to legal restrictions that restricted the use burial space in those areas. By 
the mid-19th century, many of the independent religious institution cemeteries documented for 
this study were located at great distances not only from the houses of worship with which they 
were affiliated but were also far from the urban core both in Manhattan and well into the outer 
boroughs. By the mid-19th century, many religions had begun to establish stand-alone cemeteries 
throughout the five boroughs while house of worship cemeteries fell out of favor.  
As seen in Charts 6-4 and 6-5, the bulk of house of worship cemeteries included in the 
data set (86 percent) were established before 1850. Only 54 percent of religious institutional 
cemeteries appear to have been established during the same time period, most of which (87 
percent) dated to the first half of the 19th century. The diversity of religions in the cemeteries 
documented for this study also increased at this time, possibly reflecting an increase in the diversity 
of immigrants establishing homes in New York City.  
 
 
58 This does not include Jewish cemeteries, which as described previously were always situated at a distance from 
houses of worship (Yalom 2008).  
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Privately-Owned Institution Cemeteries in the Second Phase of Cemetery Establishment 
The data set shows that the early 19th century also saw an increase in the establishment of 
cemeteries on the grounds of private charitable institutions. The sample size for such cemeteries 
is fairly small at just five burial grounds representing four different private institutions. Three of 
the cemeteries, one on the grounds of the Leake and Watts Orphanage in Manhattan (established 
1843) and two on the grounds of Sailor’s Snug Harbor on Staten Island (established 1834) date to 
the second phase of cemetery establishment. The remaining two private institution cemeteries, the 
New York Nursery and Child’s Hospital (established c. 1870) and the Mariner’s Family Asylum 
(established 1880) were also located on Staten Island. It therefore appears that a small window 
existed in the mid- to late 19th century where large private institutions owned sufficient amounts 
of property and were therefore able to maintain their own cemeteries for those who perished while 
in their care. That the majority of these were located on Staten Island is not surprising, as the least 
urbanized borough was home to a variety of institutions, both public and private, associated with 
healthcare or public welfare (Leng and Davis 1930; Salmon 2006). However, those cemeteries on 
the grounds of public institutions that were documented as part of this study, while similarly small 
in number, do not appear to have had such limited periods of use and establishment, with dates of 
establishment ranging between the 18th and 20th centuries.  
Phase 3: Shift to Rural Cemeteries 1851 through the Present 
The third phase of cemetery establishment observed as part of this study involved the 
transition to rural cemeteries between c. 1850 through the present, and was likely an influential 
force in the formation of the deathscape of modern New York City. By the second half of the 19th 
century, nearly all of the newly-established cemeteries documented in the region were large, rural 
cemeteries that were founded either by religious institutions or as non-sectarian commercial 
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efforts. Today, the establishment of new cemeteries is extremely uncommon with the exception of 
the reburial of disinterred remains in new locations. Few cemeteries in the data set have been 
established in the last century. Furthermore, less than five percent of the cemeteries within the data 
set were established after 1900 and no currently-active burial grounds have opened since 1980. 
This research shows that rural cemeteries remain the most popular burial locations in New York 
City, and 83.1 percent of the city’s rural cemeteries remain active while another 7.04 percent have 
been preserved and are occasionally used for burials in existing plots. 
While such characterizations are not made in this study, Sloane (1991) makes further 
temporal distinctions between different types of rural cemeteries, including “picturesque, natural 
garden[s]” in use between 1831 and the 1870s; lawn-park cemeteries, “pastoral, parklike” burial 
spaces in use between 1855 and the 1920s; and memorial parks, “pastoral, suburban” burial 
grounds in use between 1917 and the present (Sloane 1991:4). For the purposes of this analysis, 
rural cemeteries are defined as those established after 1838 (when Green-Wood Cemetery was 
founded) and that were specifically designed to evoke natural, romantic themes through landscape 
design and funerary architecture. Given the urban setting of New York City, not all rural 
cemeteries prioritized landscape design to the same extent in the interest of maximizing burial 
space over the inclusion of design elements. It can therefore be difficult to differentiate some rural 
cemeteries from other burial places that were simply physically large, especially for cemeteries 
that are no longer extant and for which their design elements could not be documented. To account 
for this potential discrepancy, within the data set included as Appendix 1, cemeteries were 
categorized as rural if they were established as stand-alone cemeteries after 1838 and if they 
occupied more than one acre (43,560 square feet) of land.59  
 
59 Cemeteries that were initially founded as non-rural cemeteries but were later expanded into rural cemeteries are also 
counted as rural for the purposes of this analysis.  
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In New York City, the 71 cemeteries that were designated as “rural” in this data set were 
significantly larger than cemeteries typically established prior to the mid-19th century, with many 
covering well over one hundred acres. Those burial grounds that have been identified as rural 
cemeteries for this study are depicted on Figure 17 and summarized in Table 6-2 and Charts 6-
6A through 6-6C. Of the 127 cemeteries in this data set that were established in New York City in 
or later than 1850, 59 (46.5 percent) were characterized as rural cemeteries. The remaining rural 
cemeteries were largely established in the years between 1838 and 1849 and appear to represent 
the transition between the second and third phases of cemetery establishment. Two additional 
cemeteries categorized as rural, Sylvan Grove and Moravian Cemeteries in Staten Island, were 
originally founded in the 17th century and were later expanded into modern rural cemeteries; the 
latter is still in active use (Salmon 2006). 
Table 6-2: Rural Cemeteries by Type and Borough 
Cemetery Type Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens 
Staten 
Island Total 
Private/Family 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Private/  
Non-Sectarian 3 3 0 8 8 22 
Military/ National 
Cemetery 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Religious/Catholic 3 1 0 6 5 15 
Religious/Episcopal 0  0 1  1 
Religious/Jewish 0 5 0 16 4 25 
Religious/Lutheran 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Religious/ 
Methodist 
Episcopal/Protestant 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Religious/Moravian 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Religious/ 
Protestant Episcopal 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Religious/Quaker 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Total 6 14 1 31 19 71 
 
  
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
Terminal moraine shapefile source: 
http://www.nysm.nysed.gov/research-collections/geology/gis
Terminal Moraine
Rural Cemetery
Figure 17: Distribution of Rural Cemeteries and the Terminal Moraine
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As seen in Chart 6-3, following c. 1850, the only types of cemeteries in the data set that 
did not experience significant decreases in rates of establishment were religious institution and 
privately-owned cemeteries. While religious institution cemeteries decreased somewhat, those 
cemeteries that were established were physically far larger than previous religious burial grounds. 
This suggests that while fewer cemeteries were established overall, the ones that were founded 
featured more burial space. Privately-owned cemeteries in the data set experienced a steady 
increase throughout the 19th century as commercial cemeteries were rapidly founded, representing 
approximately 32 percent of all rural cemeteries in New York City as documented in this study. 
The cemeteries established by these groups were officially “non-sectarian,” in that they were not 
dedicated to one specific religious group and were in theory open to all who had the means to 
purchase a plot, although some initially excluded persons of African descent, as discussed in 
Chapter 5.  
The data set shows that in addition to non-sectarian enterprises, many religious 
organizations soon established their own rural cemeteries to serve members of their faiths 
7.04%
83.10%
8.45%
Chart 6-6C: Rural Cemeteries in New York City by Status
Preserved Active Obliterated
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throughout the five boroughs. The majority of these rural cemeteries as included in the data set 
were established by Jewish and Catholic organizations. Trinity Church was among the first to 
establish a rural cemetery in northern Manhattan in 1843, which remains the only rural burial place 
on that island and its only active cemetery.60 The majority of the rural cemeteries documented for 
this study (approximately 62 percent) were established in Queens and Brooklyn,61 though a large 
portion of the city’s rural cemeteries—approximately 25.5 percent—were also located within 
Staten Island.  
CHANGES IN THE PHYSICAL ACT OF BURIAL: INHUMATIONS, ENTOMBMENTS, 
AND CREMATION  
New York City’s deathscape is shaped not only by the sheer volume of cemeteries 
established within its borders, but also by the shifting popularity of methods of burial, including 
inhumation and entombment, over time. The preference for one method of burial over the other 
appears to have varied as the needs of the urban burial population shifted over time and across 
space. Burial vaults62 quickly became the preferred form of burial in the more densely developed 
areas within New York City in the late 18th and early 19th centuries for two reasons. First, the use 
of vaults allowed for the maximization of space within smaller urban lots. Burial vaults could also 
be “regulated,” allowing for the redistribution of remains in vaults to create room for new burials, 
 
60 Some houses of worship, including Saint Patrick’s Cathedral, continue to utilize their crypts for the interment of 
clergy and the New York City Marble Cemetery continues to allow interments for existing vault owners. However, 
these burial places are used infrequently, are not actively selling plots, and are restricted to only certain individuals, 
and therefore these sites are not identified herein as active. 
61 Several cemeteries in New York City include land in both Queens and Brooklyn; these were categorized in the data 
set according to the borough containing the larger portion of the cemetery. 
62 This section refers only to permanent vaults intended for the long-term burial of human remains and not to receiving 
vaults that are often found in cemeteries or on residential properties that may have been historically used for short 
term storage until grave shafts could be excavated (Baugher and Veit 2014). It also does not refer to individual vaults 
or liners sold for the purposes of protecting or delineating individual graves/plots within cemeteries where inhumations 
are the standard mode of burial.  
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a practice that has been documented in New York City (AKRF 2007a). In a way, burial vaults 
served as the underground analog to the multi-story dwellings and later skyscrapers that would 
come to characterize the Manhattan skyline: using increased height (or in this case, depth) to fit a 
greater number of people within the same footprint. While single graves can be used for the burial 
of multiple individuals, vaults provided greater flexibility with less effort required for interment.  
The second reason for the popularity of burial vaults was due to increasing legislation that 
governed burials. As explained at length in Chapter 2, as burial legislation became increasingly 
stringent in Manhattan and Brooklyn in the first decades of the 19th century, private vaults were 
often excluded from bans on human interment. The data set suggests that the preference for burial 
vaults and other types of tombs was overwhelmingly popular in Manhattan, where approximately 
72 percent of burial vaults were documented (see Table 6-3). Chart 6-7 shows that the peak time 
period for burial vault establishment in four of the five boroughs as documented in this study was 
1800 to 1849 while the peak period for the fifth borough, Staten Island, which only contained three 
burial vault locations, occurred between 1750 and 1799. The distribution of entombments and 
inhumations is depicted on Figure 18 and shows the clear preference for vaults within what was 
historically the city’s urban core. 
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Table 6-3: Prevalence of Vaults, Crypts, and Tombs in New York City 
Cemeteries Where 
Remains were 
Entombed Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens 
Staten 
Island Total: 
Homestead/Family 
Burying Ground 5 0 3 1 3 12 
House of Worship-
African Methodist 
Episcopal 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Religious Institution-
African Methodist 
Episcopal 0 0 1 0 0 1 
House of Worship-
Baptist 0 0 3 0 0 3 
House of Worship-
Catholic 1 1 4 0 0 6 
Religious Institution-
Catholic 1 0 3 1 0 5 
House of Worship-
Episcopal 1 0 3 0 0 4 
House of Worship-
Lutheran 0 0 3 0 0 3 
House of Worship-
Methodist 
Episcopal/Protestant 0 1 10 0 0 11 
Religious Institution-
Methodist Episcopal 0 0 2 0 0 2 
House of Worship-
Presbyterian 0 1 10 0 0 11 
House of Worship-
Protestant Episcopal 0 2 8 1 0 11 
House of Worship-
Reformed Dutch 1 0 6 1 0 8 
House of Worship-
Universalist 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Military Monument 0 3 0 0 0 3 
Private/Non-Sectarian 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Public Monument 0 0 3 0 0 3 
Total: 9 8 63 4 3 87 
Note: Some of the cemeteries included in the above table also featured inhumations. 
 
 
 
Inhumation/Entombment Entombment Inhumation
Figure 18: Distribution of Inhumations and Entombments
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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Of the burial vaults documented within New York City for this study, approximately 77 
percent were associated with religious organizations with 68 percent specifically associated with 
houses of worship. As described in Chapter 2, until 1809, church vaults were permitted to extend 
beneath the streets and sidewalks surrounding churchyards (CCCNY 1917 5:595, 611). This 
resulted in some “churches [becoming] virtual warrens of vaults” and representing a vast 
subsurface network of individual rooms created for the dead (Sloane 1991:23). The popularity of 
burial vaults within the city also made them a target of increasingly strict burial legislation in the 
19th century despite being exempted from earlier bans. As one might expect, the storage of a 
number of deceased persons at different stages of decomposition in damp subterranean rooms that 
often featured lined, impermeable floors, created unpleasant sights and odors for people residing 
in the vicinity. In a letter written to the Common Council in July of 1824, Manhattan resident 
Jonathan Fiske complained about the burial vaults at the Reformed Dutch Church on Liberty 
Street, located near the Fiske home, and the “disordered stomach” caused by smells rising from 
them (CCCNY 1914 14:628). Fiske described the vaults as follows: 
During the Summers of 1816 and 1817, I resided…directly opposite the Church 
Yard. In the Hot months when any of the vaults was opened on the side of the yard 
next to my residence, a very offensive stench was emitted from the vault, to such a 
degree, that we were compelled to shut the door and windows looking into the yard. 
Being frequently annoyed with this nuisance, I remonstrated with the sexton against 
his opening the vaults in the morning and permitting them “to remain open during 
the day to the annoyance of the neighborhood.63 His reply was “that it would be as 
 
63 The original publication does not include a closed quote for this passage. 
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much as his life was worth to go into the vault, until it had stood open some time to 
air” (CCCNY 1917 14:627). 
Despite the unpleasant nature of vaults for both those who lived near them and those who 
worked in them, the data set suggests that they remained in continued use until the final ban on 
burials in Manhattan in 1851, and in some cases long after. The continued use of vaults may have 
been facilitated by one’s ability to inter bodies within them surreptitiously despite burial bans in a 
manner that would have been difficult if the excavation and backfilling of a grave were necessary. 
As described in Chapter 2, the published meeting minutes of the Common Council indicate that 
many people were fined for illegally burying bodies in vaults after such burials had been banned 
and many were willing to pay the fines they incurred by doing so. Coffin plates recovered from 
the archaeological excavation of the vaults of the former Spring Street Church in what is now the 
SoHo neighborhood of Manhattan in 2006 identified continued use through the 1840s, long after 
burials had been banned in that part of the island (URS and AKRF 2008).  
Churchyard Burial Vaults  
Burial vaults associated with religious institutions documented for this study included both 
private family vaults located on church grounds as well as larger communal vaults used by all 
members of a congregation or indigent or unknown persons buried by the church. Archaeological 
investigations in New York City have documented both types of burial vaults. The previously-
mentioned investigation of the Spring Street Church vaults documented four distinct brick or stone 
communal vaults, constructed at different times between the early 1810s and early 1830s (URS 
and AKRF 2008). The upper portions of the vaults had been previously disturbed, but it is likely 
that they would have featured arched roofs like other 19th century vaults that have been 
archaeologically documented in New York City (see Figure 19A, Image A). Two intact  
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communal church vaults still containing human remains were also encountered during construction 
within the streetbed of Washington Square East south of its intersection with Waverly Place. The 
vaults were located in the vicinity of cemeteries maintained by the Second Associate Presbyterian 
Church (1803 to 1832) and the Scotch Presbyterian Church (1825 to 1832). Photographs of the 
vaults published in local newspapers depict linear brick walls underneath arched brick roofs and 
indicate that the vaults were accessed via a set of stairs set into the eastern wall of each vault 
(Chrysalis Archaeological Consultants, Inc. [CAC] 2015; Dunlap 2015).  
The vault structures seen in the images were similar to that of the Saint Luke’s Church in 
what is now Greenwich Village. Those vaults were emptied of remains in 1890 and are still present 
within the churchyard and are used to house mechanical and heating equipment for the adjacent 
church. The vaults were small brick chambers with straight brick walls and arched roofs, accessed 
from a door set into the ground by a small set of stairs (AKRF 2013). The doors were covered with 
marble lids bearing the family name, year of purchase, and vault number, many of which are 
currently on display inside the church (see Figure 19B, Image B) (ibid). The vault door lids are 
similar to those seen in churchyards with burial vaults elsewhere in Manhattan, including Saint 
Mark’s Church in the East Village, where former Dutch Director General Peter Stuyvesant is 
buried (see Figure 19B, Image C). Similar vaults located at the former Eighteenth Street 
Methodist Church (see Figure 19A, Image C) were reported to be accessible either from the side 
of the vault or via a marble slab covering the vault’s roof (The Daily Graphic 1886). That church 
maintained both private family vaults immediately behind the church and public vaults on the same 
grounds behind the church’s parsonage, granting private vault owners closer proximity to the 
house of worship (ibid). Similar family vaults formerly associated with Saint Matthew’s Episcopal 
Church in the West Village neighborhood of Manhattan were investigated by CAC in 2008.  
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Photographs included in a technical memo summarizing the investigation depict vaults nearly 
identical in form to those observed at Saint Luke’s Church, which was located several blocks away 
(CAC 2008).  
The continued preference for independent family vaults likely increased after burial 
legislation limited the usage of other types of cemeteries but allowed for the continued use of burial  
vaults. It is also possible that burial vaults remained popular in Manhattan in the first half of the 
19th century, when burials began to be banned in large numbers, because vault-based burials were 
easier to remove and relocate than standard inhumations. The Trustees of the Spring Street 
Presbyterian Church as noted above included references in their written minutes to the possibility 
that two vaults that were newly constructed in  
1831 could possibly be outlawed soon, and yet they chose to construct them anyway (AKRF 
2007a). While many burial vaults were emptied and the remains they formerly held were interred 
elsewhere, others were either abandoned in place or, like the Spring Street Church referenced 
above, appear to have been forgotten (ibid).  
Other Types of Entombments 
In addition to religious/churchyard burial vaults, several burial vaults, particularly those in 
the outer boroughs of New York City, were part of private family cemeteries/homestead burial 
grounds. In the Bronx, two single-person tombs were constructed on separate homestead 
properties: the vault containing the remains of Sarah Guerlain (d. 1798) in the Parckchester 
neighborhood and the vault containing the remains of Gouverneur Morris (d. 1816), which has 
since been incorporated into the grounds of Saint Ann’s Church in Mott Haven. The Bronx was 
also the location of the Cole family cemetery and vault (in use 1820 to 1866); the Van Cortlandt 
family vault (in use 1749 to 1883); and the Morris family vault, which may have been constructed 
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c. 1746 to hold remains exhumed from the family cemetery established in 1691 (Raftery 2016). 
Similar vaults were located on the Mandeville homestead in Manhattan (established before 1768) 
and the Duryea/Hazard property in Queens (in use between the 1740s and 1850s). A partially 
subsurface tomb associated with the family of David Provoost (also spelled Provost), in use 
between 1749 and 1781, formerly stood on Manhattan’s Upper East Side until it was obliterated 
in the 1850s to allow for the construction of East 71st Street (see Figure 19A, Image D) (Evening 
Post 1873). Another family vault was located on the property of the Arden family and contained 
the remains of Jacob J. Arden (d. 1801) and two servants, one of Irish and one of African descent,64 
who are believed to have been interred with him (The Sun 1875). Staten Island was the site of at 
least three homestead vaults on the properties of the Van der Venter (1785 to the 1830s) (see 
Figure 19A, Image B), Cruser/Kreuzer (1760 to mid-1800s) and Simonson families (dates of use 
unknown). In addition to these permanent vaults, there is evidence that several homes on Staten 
Island may have featured temporary receiving vaults used to store the deceased before in-house 
funerals (Salmon 2006; Lynn Rogers, pers. comm. 2018; Staten Island Genealogy 2019).  
Finally, more recently-established entombment sites tend to be associated with public 
monuments and shrines. This includes the temporary and permanent memorials housing the 
remains of president and Civil War hero Ulysses S. Grant on the Upper West Side of Manhattan 
(see Figure 19B, Image A); the three locations where the remains associated with those who 
perished on prison ships docked in the Wallabout Bay during the Revolutionary War were 
relocated in 1873 and again in 1908; and the Saint Frances Xavier Cabrini Shrine, which was built 
 
64 These individuals are referred to in The Sun (1875) as “servants.” Jacob J. Arden’s 1801 will (Manhattan Wills 
Volume 43, Page 423) refers to a mixed-race individual of both African and European descent named Frank who was 
to be set free on September 6, 1806 and a man named Peter Flanigan, who also resided in his home. It is assumed that 
these are the two men interred in the vault with Arden; however, it is not known if Frank was free or enslaved at the 
time of his death and subsequent burial. As such, this has been characterized as a family burying ground.  
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in northern Manhattan in 1957. Manhattan is also home to two private, non-sectarian cemeteries 
containing an extensive number of vaults, the previously-discussed New York Marble Cemetery 
and New York City Marble Cemetery, both of which contain private family vaults. The only recent 
example of an entombment documented for this study is the African Burial Ground reinterment 
location, where the remains exhumed from the African Burial Ground were reinterred in crypts in 
2003 as discussed in Chapter 5. 
Modern Shift Towards Cremation 
While columbaria, or burial niches or other spaces intended for specifically for cremains, 
are not included in this study, the trend towards the conversion of older burial sites towards 
columbaria has become prevalent enough that it must be addressed. Cremation started to become 
increasingly common beginning in the late 19th century (Yalom 2008; Baugher and Veit 2014; 
Sloane 2018). The Fresh Pond Crematory, established in Queens in 1884, was among the first such 
facilities in what is now New York City (Fresh Pond Crematory 2009). Other crematories were 
established on islands off the shores of Staten Island specifically to cremate the remains of those 
who died in the city’s quarantine hospitals in the 1870s and 1880s. Across America, the popularity 
of cremation has surged since the second half of the 20th century, with approximately 5 percent of 
bodies being cremated in the 1960s and as compared to approximately 48 percent in 2015 (Sloane 
2018:10). The process of cremation has changed the spatial aspects of the deathscape, with the 
ashes of many being spread or otherwise deposited in one or more locations (Kellaher and Worpole 
2016:176). Furthermore, in many cases, alternate memorials (e.g., benches or trees in public areas) 
are being erected to memorialize individuals whose intact (non-cremated) bodies are not present 
in the memorial area, a process known as cenotaphisation (ibid).  
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As discussed in Chapter 1, dozens of churches across the city, including those surrounded 
by preserved but no longer active cemeteries, have established columbaria that both provide burial 
locations for cremains in areas where permanent burial is not legally allowed or where space 
considerations have prevented further burial. The addition of these columbaria has therefore 
revitalized historical cemeteries where inhumations are no longer possible and churches with 
robust and engaged congregations are able to provide burial space for their parishioners where on-
site burial grounds were not available before. The inclusion of burial niches in rural cemeteries 
throughout New York City has also compensated for the city’s increasingly limited burial space. 
However, it is perhaps too soon to determine the extent to which this shift towards cremation has 
impacted or will continue to reshape the deathscape of New York City. In addition to cremation, 
the process of natural or green burial—which omits funerary traditions such as embalming and the 
use of coffins or tombstones—has increased dramatically in recent years (Kellaher and Warpole 
2016; Clayden, et al. 2016; Sloan 2018). While several such burial places now exist in New York 
State and the surrounding region, none have been established within New York City. 
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CHAPTER 7:  
THE MODIFICATION OF THE NEW YORK CITY DEATHSCAPE THROUGH 
CEMETERY PRESERVATION AND OBLITERATION 
RESHAPING THE DEATHSCAPE 
The previous chapter analyzed the evolution of the deathscape over time with respect to 
the creation of new burial spaces. However, a critical component of the deathscape’s 
transformation involved the removal of cemeteries and the redevelopment of cemetery sites. This 
chapter analyzes the extent to which cemeteries were removed and/or redeveloped in New York 
City and the reshaping of the deathscape that followed. As described in Chapter 1, a deathscape 
is fluid and capable of constant change, and therefore the removal of cemeteries can both reflect 
social change and alter the interactions between the living and the dead populations in a given area. 
As explored in this chapter, the reasons for the elimination of a burial site can vary. These removals 
can occur either intentionally or as a result of neglect. It is therefore quite true that “there is no 
such thing as a safe place for an historic burial ground,” especially in New York City, where a 
significant number of burial grounds have been obliterated, as shown on Figure 20 (Baugher and 
Veit 2015:61). Cemeteries can possess extreme cultural and social importance within a given 
community or larger region, as explained in Chapter 1. With such profound cultural significance 
imbued within cemeteries, it is necessary to better understand those processes and cultural forces 
that result in their destruction and redevelopment. For all of the cultural information that is encoded 
within a preserved cemetery, that much is lost following the destruction of an obliterated cemetery. 
The intentional removal of a burial ground and its subsequent redevelopment can be linked 
to the severance of ties between specific people and specific places. Families may choose to 
relocate homestead burials after an ancestral estate is sold; a house of worship may remove its 
churchyard after the majority of its congregants have left the surrounding neighborhood; or burials  
Active
Active with Obliterated Section(s)
Obliterated
Obliterated with Preserved Section(s)
Preserved
Preserved with Obliterated Section(s)
Figure 20: Distribution of Cemeteries by Status
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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may be relocated after legal restrictions prohibit further interments. Other cemeteries are neglected 
to the point where they fall out of social memory or otherwise allowed to decay so that their 
presence becomes forgotten, allowing for the redevelopment of former burial spaces. The removal 
of remains from within an obliterated cemetery is often available only to those who have the legal 
and financial means to ensure that such cemetery relocations can occur, and therefore not all who 
wish to relocate a threatened or neglected cemetery are able to do so. Furthermore, when 
cemeteries are obliterated for the purpose of eliminating the ties between a particular group and a 
particular space or to eradicate the identities of those interred, few, if any, efforts may be made to 
protect or disinter human remains.  
Three critical forces leading to the obliteration of cemeteries are examined in the sections 
that follow. The first involves the effects of urban development and population growth and the 
associated financial incentives and cultural pressures that lead to the redevelopment of cemetery 
sites as they become engulfed by the urban landscape. The second force involves the influence of 
social memory and the presence of descendant communities/stakeholders with cultural, religious, 
or familial ties to the deceased who are able to ensure the preservation of burial sites or who chose 
to obliterate cemeteries and relocate remains for various reasons. The third and final force involves 
the continued influence of power structures established during the area’s earliest colonial 
occupation that saw the elimination of cemeteries of marginalized portions of the population while 
allowing for the preservation of the burial grounds of those with social, political, or financial 
power. Of the three factors, the third represents the most purposeful influence behind cemetery 
obliteration in which cemeteries are destroyed for reasons more closely and exclusively linked to 
clashes of culture and identity. 
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THE PACE OF CEMETERY OBLITERATION IN NEW YORK CITY 
 As shown in Table 7-1 and Chart 7-1, of the 527 cemeteries in New York City that were 
identified as part of this study, nearly 63 percent have been entirely obliterated. This includes 66 
percent of the cemeteries in the Bronx; 69 percent of the cemeteries in Brooklyn; 86 percent of the 
cemeteries in Manhattan; 39 percent of the cemeteries in Queens; and 45 percent of the cemeteries 
in Staten Island. An additional four percent of cemeteries in the five boroughs have been partially 
obliterated.65 The destruction of cemeteries has therefore been a fixed and regular phenomenon in 
New York City beginning in the 17th century. 
Table 7-1: Cemetery Status by Borough 
Status Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Staten Island Total 
Active  6 9 0 31 26 72 
Active with 
Obliterated Section(s) 0 1 1 2 0 4 
Obliterated 40 62 141 44 45 332 
Obliterated with  
Preserved Section(s) 2 0 2 0 0 4 
Preserved 9 14 20 31 27 101 
Preserved with  
Obliterated Section(s) 4 4 0 4 2 14 
Total 61 90 164 112 100 527 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
65 As described in Chapter 4, cemeteries that have been more than 50 percent obliterated but a portion of which was 
preserved is identified as “obliterated with preserved section” and cemeteries that are 50 percent or more preserved 
with a smaller portion that was obliterated are referred to as “preserved with obliterated section.” Some active 
cemeteries also feature obliterated sections.  
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As shown in Table 7-2 and Chart 7-2, the data set shows that cemetery obliteration across 
New York City increased dramatically beginning in the first half of the 19th century and peaked 
in the second half. The complete elimination of cemeteries continued at a high rate during the 20th 
century but has declined through the present. Peak cemetery obliteration occurred around the same 
time as the Rural Cemetery Movement, when remains from many smaller burial grounds were 
reinterred within rural cemeteries. Many cemeteries were obliterated over the course of several 
episodes and as a result, the exact date of destruction for some cemeteries could not be firmly 
established or was spread out over a wide range of time. The timing of cemetery obliteration was 
therefore assessed using four different metrics:1) the earliest estimated date of cemetery 
obliteration based on unspecific information in documentary records (e.g., if a cemetery was 
known to have been obliterated before 1900, its estimated obliteration date was assumed to be 
28%
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39%
28%
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Queens Active
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Chart 7-1: Cemetery Status by Borough 
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1899); 2) the last documented period of cemetery obliteration based on estimated dates; 3) the 
earliest known period of obliteration using only certain/known dates, with ambiguous or unclear 
dates characterized as “unknown;” and 4) the latest known period of obliteration based solely on 
dates that were certain. Using all four calculation methods, the peak period for cemetery 
obliteration across the five boroughs appears to have occurred consistently in the second half of 
the 19th century (see Table 7-2). When burial grounds of unknown obliteration date were removed 
from all four variables, the percentage of cemeteries obliterated within the date ranges included in 
Table 7-2 remained consistent or were within one percentage point for both the estimated and 
known date ranges. Therefore, the estimated obliteration dates appear to be sufficiently accurate 
and will be utilized throughout the remainder of this analysis. 
Table 7-2:Obliteration by Date (All Boroughs) 
Date Range 
Earliest Known 
Obliteration 
(Estimated) 
Latest Known 
Obliteration 
(Estimated) 
Earliest Known 
Obliteration 
(Known Dates 
Only) 
Latest Known 
Obliteration 
(Known Dates 
Only) 
17th C. 1 1 1 1 
1700–1749 1 1 0 0 
1750–1799 4 4 2 2 
1800–1849 62 53 52 44 
1850–1899 147 15 133 131 
1900–1949 64 72 55 63 
1950–Present 12 15 10 12 
Unknown 63 63 101 101 
Total: 354 354 354 354 
Note: This table includes obliteration data for cemeteries that were both fully and partially 
obliterated. This table also omits relatively recent episodes of disturbance resulting from 
construction impacts and/or archaeological disinterment.  
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Table 7-3 and Chart 7-3 indicate that the pace of complete cemetery redevelopment was 
fairly consistent across the five boroughs with the exception of Manhattan, which experienced 
significantly higher rates over time. Cemetery obliteration in Manhattan, the Bronx, and Brooklyn 
peaked in the second half of the 19th century while it was most prolific in Queens and Staten Island 
in the first half of the 20th century. 
Table 7-3: Cemetery Obliteration by Date and by Borough 
Status Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Staten Island Total: 
17th 
Century 0 0 1 0 0 1 
1700–1749 0 0 1 0 0 1 
1750–1799 0 1 3 0 0 4 
1800–1849 1 15 38 2 4 60 
1850–1899 20 28 76 8 11 143 
1900–1949 10 9 8 20 11 58 
1950–
Present 1 1 2 3 4 11 
Unknown 8 8 12 11 15 54 
Total: 40 62 141 44 45 332 
Note: This table contains only those cemeteries that were completely obliterated and does not 
include the twenty-two cemeteries for which portions were obliterated as presented in Table 
7-2. Cemeteries that were obliterated in multiple disturbance episodes are categorized 
according to the earliest documented date of obliteration. 
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Table 7-4 and Chart 7-4 depict obliterated cemeteries by type. For all boroughs combined, 
family burying grounds and religious cemeteries (both houses of worship and institutional 
cemeteries) were by far the most commonly destroyed cemetery types. However, these were also 
among the most common types of burial grounds overall, and when compared as a percentage of 
the total number of cemeteries of that type, were not the most frequently obliterated. Nearly 73 
percent of family cemeteries were fully obliterated, as opposed to only 50 percent of religious 
institution cemeteries and approximately 67 percent of house of worship cemeteries. In contrast 
there were numerous cemetery types that while smaller in number overall, were 100 percent 
obliterated. These cemetery types were all associated with persons of African descent, including 
homestead cemeteries for enslaved persons; communal cemeteries and unknown cemeteries 
associated with individuals of African descent; and the private cemetery of unknown use in 
Manhattan established by persons of African descent as a precursor to the Citizens Union 
Cemetery in Brooklyn. In addition, 75 percent of homestead burial grounds used for both 
individuals of European descent and the enslaved were also fully obliterated, with an additional 
25 percent partially removed. Other cemetery types for which more than 50 percent of the 
cemeteries were found to have been obliterated include: military cemeteries (81.25 percent); public 
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potter’s fields (87.5 percent); public hospitals and quarantines (82 percent); and private institution 
cemeteries (60 percent). Low rates of cemetery obliteration were observed for private/non-
sectarian cemeteries (nearly 15 percent fully obliterated and 7.41 percent partially obliterated); and 
public communal cemeteries (nearly 43 percent fully obliterated and approximately 14 percent 
partially obliterated). 
Table 7-4: Status of Cemeteries by Type (All Boroughs) 
Type/Sub-Type 
Active with 
Obliterated 
Section(s) 
Obliterated 
Obliterated 
with 
Preserved 
Section(s) 
Preserved 
with 
Obliterated 
Section(s) 
Percent 
Fully 
Obliterated 
Percent 
Partially 
Obliterated 
Homestead/ 
Enslaved Persons 0 6 0 0 100% 0% 
Homestead/ 
Family 0 101 0 5 72.66% 2.88% 
Homestead/ 
Enslaved Persons 
and/or Family 
0 3 1 0 75% 25% 
Individuals of 
African Descent/ 
Communal 
0 6 0 0 100% 0% 
Individuals of 
African Descent/ 
Unknown 
0 1 0 0 100% 0% 
Military/ 
Combined 0 13 0 0 81.25% 0% 
Native American 0 1 0 0 50% 0% 
Private/Family 0 0 0 0 0% 0% 
Private/ Institution 0 3 0 0 60% 0% 
Private/ Non-
Sectarian 1 4 0 1 14.81% 7.41% 
Private/ Unknown 0 1 0 0 100% 0% 
Public/Potter's 
Field or 
Almshouse 
0 14 0 0 87.5% 0% 
Public/ Communal 0 9 0 3 42.86% 14.29% 
Public/Hospital or 
Quarantine 0 9 0 0 81.82% 0% 
Public/ Monument 0 1* 0 0 33.33% 0% 
Religious/ 
Institution 3 59 2 1 50% 5.08% 
Religious/ House 
of Worship 0 98 1 5 66.67% 4.08% 
Unknown 0 3 0 0 100% 0% 
Total: 4 332 4 14   
*This burial ground is the temporary tomb constructed for President Ulysses S. Grant while the existing tomb on 
the Upper West Side of Manhattan was under construction; it was never intended to be a permanent gravesite but 
is nevertheless categorized here as obliterated.  
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THE ROLE OF THE URBAN SETTING IN CEMETERY OBLITERATION 
In many ways, the biggest threat to cemeteries in New York City was the city itself. One 
of the leading causes of cemetery obliteration as documented in the data set was the construction 
of municipal development projects including streets/roads, subways, parks, and other city-funded 
improvements. The social power of cemeteries in many cases was unable to overcome the land-
seizing power of New York City and its municipal predecessors. The general pace of urban 
development that coincided with increasing population density and also resulted in the destruction 
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of cemeteries throughout the five boroughs. Some of the factors leading to the obliteration of 
cemeteries are unique to or far more prevalent in urban areas than they are in rural areas, as 
described below.  
Municipal Construction Projects 
Despite the obvious presence and social importance of many cemeteries, the disturbance 
of burial grounds appears to have been almost inevitable when threatened by municipal 
improvement projects. The laws of the State of New York as initially passed in 1847 outlawed the 
construction of a street or other thoroughfare through a cemetery without the permission of the 
trustees or board of that cemetery (New York State Cemetery Board n.d.:§1506k; Brooklyn Daily 
Eagle 1874a). However, street construction in Manhattan between the late 18th and early 19th 
centuries, when such legal protections did not exist, was responsible for the complete or partial 
destruction of a large number of cemeteries. The construction of the city’s street grid in the early 
19th century resulted in the dramatic alteration of the landscape within streetbed areas as hills and 
areas of higher elevation were graded and low-lying marshes filled in as the city sought to create 
level, uniform street surfaces across the island of Manhattan (Koeppel 2015). In Manhattan, nearly 
two dozen cemeteries were obliterated for street opening projects before 1833 and many more 
would be obliterated in the second half of the 19th century to allow for the construction of 
additional roads and bridges (Evening Post 1833a).  
In some cases, cemeteries were removed completely to allow for the construction of 
municipal development projects. This includes the cemetery of Saint Stephen’s Church, 
established 1810 and removed in 1817 before it was scheduled to be bisected by First Street 
(Manhattan Liber 89, Page 5; Manhattan Liber 91,Page 327; Evening Post 1833a). Others were 
simply reduced in size, like the First Shearith Israel Cemetery. That burial ground was established 
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in the mid- to late 17th century and is therefore one of the oldest cemeteries in Manhattan (Pool 
1952). It was partially obliterated as a result of the construction of Saint James Place in the mid-
19th century (ibid). The Second Shearith Israel Cemetery, in use between 1805 and 1829, was 
largely destroyed in 1830 when West 11th Street was constructed through it (ibid). Displaced 
bodies were removed from the obliterated portion of the cemetery and reinterred in the triangular 
remaining portion, which continues to be preserved on the southern side of West 11th Street to this 
day (ibid).  
Dozens of other cemeteries in all five boroughs were totally or partially obliterated by road-
widening projects. The previously discussed Waters family cemetery in Little Neck, Queens (see 
Figure 8B) was obliterated to allow for the widening of Northern Boulevard despite a years-long 
fight by the Waters family (Standard Union 1931). Washington Cemetery in Brooklyn was 
established in 1850 and was one of the oldest and largest Jewish cemeteries in the borough (Inskeep 
2000). It, too, failed to prevent the disturbance of the cemetery lands for a road construction project 
despite the previously-stated law preventing the taking of burial space for public use. In 1874, the 
cemetery lost a legal battle to prevent the grading of Gravesend Avenue (now McDonald Avenue) 
in order to allow for the construction of a rail line through the center of the cemetery (Brooklyn 
Daily Eagle 1874a). Land originally purchased by the cemetery was also later graded and 
converted into roads. Similarly, despite being owned by one of the largest and most powerful 
landowners in New York City, Trinity Church Cemetery and Mausoleum in northern Manhattan 
was also disturbed not once, but twice as Broadway was cut through the cemetery in the 1870s and 
Riverside Drive was opened along the cemetery’s western end in the early 1900s (New York Daily 
Herald 1870; Pittsburgh Daily Post 1907). More recently, the construction of the Interborough 
Parkway (now the Jackie Robinson Parkway) in the late 1920s also impacted or was scheduled to 
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impact several large cemeteries (see Figure 21). While the road was eventually designed to avoid 
many of the cemeteries in that immediate area, it was determined that the construction of the road 
through Cypress Hills and Mount Lebanon cemeteries was unavoidable (Queensborough Chamber 
of Commerce 1927).66 As such, a road corridor measuring more than 4,000 feet in length was 
constructed through the burial grounds in order to “facilitate traffic…[in] the fastest-growing 
section of Queens” (ibid:146). As originally planned, the parkway was also to extend through the 
adjacent Mount Carmel Cemetery; however it was re-routed in response to “the objections raised 
to the necessary disinterment of a large number of bodies” on that cemetery and only its extreme 
southeastern corner was affected by the road construction (ibid:146).  
The construction of subway lines and other infrastructure similar to that typically found in 
cities was also a problem for New York City’s cemeteries. The introduction of clean drinking 
water to the residents of New York City was a monumental feat in the 19th century (Koeppel 
2001). However, the installation of the necessary infrastructure took a toll on the city’s burial 
places. During the expansion of the water infrastructure and associated connections to reservoirs 
c. 1890, a burial vault containing the remains of sisters affiliated with the Convent of the Sacred 
Heart was demolished (Manhattanville College Archives n.d.).  
The former Bryant Park potter’s field was also obliterated in part as a result of the 
construction of one of the first reservoirs to be constructed in New York City (Inskeep 2000). 
While impacts to cemeteries as a result of subway and rail construction appear to have been less 
common than those associated with road construction, such impacts did indeed occur. During the 
construction of what is now the L train, construction fencing and shoring was installed within the  
 
66 Mount Lebanon Cemetery was established in 1914 on grounds formerly included within Cypress Hills Cemetery, 
and the latter is often the only burial ground referenced in reports detailing the construction of the parkway 
(Queensborough Chamber of Commerce 1927).  
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grounds of the adjacent Cemetery of the Evergreens, directly impacting graves, including that of 
a Civil War veteran (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1927). In response to an outcry over the work, the 
City’s Board of Transportation ordered the subway contractor to “cover up the graves carefully 
and protect them so that no harm [would] come to them” and to replace any headstones temporarily 
removed to accommodate the construction (ibid:6). Other rail projects were completed in 
collaboration with cemeteries and actually allowed them to expand their land holdings despite the 
disturbance of limited areas within active burial grounds. In the early 20th century, All Faiths 
(Lutheran) Cemetery worked in partnership with the New York Connecting Railroad (“NYCRR”) 
to fill in low-lying swampland within the cemetery’s boundaries and to allow the NYCRR to 
construct a subsurface rail tunnel beneath its southeastern corner (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1904c). 
Though the rail easement remains active, it is entirely underground, and All Faiths Cemetery 
continues to utilize the surface area above the rail tunnel. Interments of cremains are present in 
that area and columbaria are visible over the subsurface tunnel.  
Another municipal improvement effort that often resulted in the obliteration or re-use of 
cemetery spaces involved the creation of city parks. Many of the city’s potter’s fields and public 
burial grounds were repurposed as park spaces, including modern Washington Square, Bryant, 
Madison Square Parks in Manhattan; Wayanda Park (formerly part of the Queens County 
Cemetery) and Martin’s Field Park (formerly the Old Flushing Town burial ground) in Queens; 
and the former Marine/Silver Lake Quarantine cemetery, now located beneath the Silver Lake park 
and golf course in Staten Island. However, many other cemeteries were destroyed to allow for the 
construction of parks. In the SoHo neighborhood of Manhattan, the former Saint John’s Cemetery, 
established by Trinity Church in 1801, was condemned by the City and purchased in 1896 for 
conversion into what is now James J. Walker Park (The Sun 1896). This occurred despite Trinity 
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Church’s plans to construct a new school on that property (ibid). In 1906, the office of the Brooklyn 
Borough President “discovered” that the Old New Lots Cemetery in Brooklyn was “apparently not 
owned by anyone” and “appropriated it on behalf of the city, to be used for a children’s 
playground” (Real Estate Record and Builder’s Guide 1906:517). The creation of Central Park in 
1856 resulted in the obliteration of at least nine burial sites associated with seven different religious 
institutions (see Maps 2.4-16 and 2.4-18 in Appendix 2). These cemeteries were presumably 
established in this part of Manhattan because it was thought to be sufficiently far from the areas in 
the southern portion of the island where burials were banned. However, these burial sites were 
seized for the construction of one of the first large urban parks not long after they were established. 
Five of those burial areas were associated with the settlement of Seneca Village, a community 
largely populated by free individuals of African descent that was established in the 1820s and 
occupied until the land was condemned for the construction of the park (Wall, et al. 2008). In the 
western side of the park between the lines of West 84th and West 89th Streets, the All Angels’ 
Church and the African Union Methodist Church maintained churchyard cemeteries and the AME 
Zion Church operated three non-contiguous burial places opened following the closure of its 
former churchyard and plot within the Washington Square Potter’s field (ibid; Manhattan Liber 
225, Page 263; Manhattan Liber 377, Page 430; Manhattan Liber 663, Page 28). Along the eastern 
side of the park at approximately East 94th Street, burial grounds associated with the downtown 
synagogues of the B’nai Israel and Bikur Cholim congregations—established in 1847 and 1849, 
respectively—were similarly seized and are now located in the vicinity of what is now the park’s 
reservoir (Manhattan Liber 491, Page 435; Manhattan Liber 527, Page 563). These two cemeteries 
and at least one of those associated with the AME Zion Church in Seneca Village were situated 
within what is now the Central Park Reservoir. Two additional cemeteries were located in the 
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eastern side of the park on either side of the line of East 105th Street: the burial ground of the 
congregation of Shaaray Tefila, in use between 1846 and 1853, and Saint Philip’s Cemetery, in 
use between c. 1847 and 1853 (DeCosta 1889; Cohen 1945).  
It should be noted that several large-scale municipal construction projects also resulted in 
the rediscovery of several burial grounds in New York City that had long been forgotten and lay 
buried in unmarked and unrecognized areas. By the time these sites were identified, enough time 
had passed that the identities of those interred was almost impossible to determine. Six coffins 
believed to be associated with a family cemetery formerly located on either the Eden or Norton 
farms was encountered in 1927 during the construction of what is now the A, C, and E subway 
line within the streetbed of Eighth Avenue at its intersection with West 45th Street in Manhattan. 
The coffins were disinterred and reburied in the potter’s field on Hart Island (New York Times 
1927a-c). A cemetery believed to be associated with enslaved persons was found during street 
grading in southwestern College Point, Queens, in 1934 (New York Daily News 1934). Finally, a 
historic period cemetery possibly associated with the Lawrence family, among the first settlers of 
northeastern College Point, was encountered during the construction of the approach to the 
Whitestone Bridge in 1937 (Lawlor 1937a).  
Urban Development and Population Encroachment 
Each of the five boroughs of New York City experienced urban development in a different 
form and at a slightly different pace. Furthermore, population growth varied by borough both 
before and after the consolidation of New York City in 1898. As discussed in Chapter 2, 
Manhattan and Brooklyn historically maintained higher populations in the years leading up to 
consolidation, while the populations of Queens, the Bronx, and Staten Island only began to 
increase at faster rates beginning in the late 19th and early 20th centuries (see Table 2-1). Table 
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7-5 depicts the changes in population density per square mile for each borough based on censuses 
recorded in 1850, 1900, and 2010 as compared to the total density of all cemeteries over time per 
square mile. As shown in the table, though Manhattan was physically the smallest borough, it was 
the location of the greatest number of cemeteries per square mile, the highest population density 
per square mile, and—perhaps not coincidentally—the highest rates of cemetery obliteration. 
Queens, on the other hand, is physically the largest borough but featured the lowest number of 
cemeteries per square mile. Presumably because it remained rural for longer both before and after 
the consolidation of New York City, Queens maintained the second lowest population density 
between the 19th and 20th centuries and the lowest rates of cemetery obliteration overall. While 
these dramatic differences could potentially be the result of the underrepresentation of Queens 
cemeteries in the documentary record (and therefore in this study), it also suggests that the pace of 
cemetery obliteration differs dramatically between urban and rural settings.  
Table 7-5: Cemeteries and 1850, 1900, and 2010 Populations per Square Mile 
Borough 
Modern 
Area 
(mi2) 
Average 
Cemeteries 
per square 
mile 
% of 
Cemeteries 
Fully 
Obliterated 
in Borough 
Population per square mile 
1850 
1900 
(% 
increase 
since 
1850) 
2010 
(% 
increase 
since 
1900) 
Bronx 42.1 1.5 66% 317.0* 
4,762.6 
(1,402.6%) 
32,900.4 
(590.8%) 
Brooklyn 70.8 1.3 69% 1,961.1 
16,472.5 
(740%) 
35,367.1 
(114.7%) 
Manhattan 22.8 7.2 86% 22,582.0 
81,037.8 
(258.9%) 
69,464.4 
(-14.28%) 
Queens 108.5 1.0 39% 236.3* 
1,409.7 
(496.7%) 
20,554.0 
(1,358%) 
Staten 
Island 58.4 1.7 45% 258.0 
1,148.2 
(345%) 
8,030.3 
(599.4%) 
*The 1850 census population totals for the Bronx (Westchester County) and Queens include 
data for areas outside the modern boundaries of New York City.  
Sources: DeBow 1853; Manson, et al. 2018; United States Census Bureau 2018. 
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Changes in Land Value 
The rapid growth of New York City’s urban areas occurred shortly after, and has often 
been attributed to, the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825 (Margo 1996; Atack and Margo 1998). 
The Canal, located more than 250 miles northwest of New York City, changed nearly everything 
about local, regional, and national commerce in New York State and had direct benefits for the 
Port of New York (Margo 1996; Albion 1984). During this time, the cost of living in New York 
City increased as land values surged, and housing costs rose (Margo 1996). Following the Civil 
War, land values increased once more, even in those areas at great distances from the urban core 
that had historically been of lower economic value (Atack and Margo 1998). With the increased 
focus on real estate development in New York City in the mid- to late 19th century, higher land 
values likely played a role in the redevelopment of burial grounds that were suddenly more 
valuable as development sites than as sacred space. This appears to have been more prevalent in 
Manhattan following the gradual ban on burials between 1823 and 1851, when a greater number 
of cemetery sites was redeveloped. Once the continued use of cemeteries was prevented by legal 
ordinances and settlement patterns began to change, the relocation and redevelopment of cemetery 
sites may have become more appealing to landowners, changing long-held notions of the 
sacredness of burial space and the importance of ties to specific places when faced with the 
economic reality of maintaining an unusable burial space in perpetuity.  
For some cemeteries, plot owners were able to use financial influence to prevent the 
redevelopment of cemetery sites. This was the case with the New York City Marble Cemetery, 
which was threatened with redevelopment twice, first in 1897 and again in 1905. The former 
example involved the city’s “Small Park Commission”—whose secretary was noted journalist 
Jacob Riis—recommending the condemnation of the cemetery (New York Journal 1897). The 
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Commission referred to the burial ground as a “dismal spot,” and proposed that it be redeveloped 
with a playground for local children (Windmüller 1899:342). In 1905, the only living trustee of 
the cemetery announced that given his advanced age, he was no longer able to maintain the 
cemetery (New York Times 1905). At that time, it was proposed that plot owners would be charged 
for the removal of the cemetery’s graves so that the site could be redeveloped with tenement 
housing (ibid). Calling it a landmark, the families of those interred in the cemetery raised thousands 
of dollars to ensure the burial ground’s protection in perpetuity (ibid). As the cemetery’s plot 
owners and their descendants were typically wealthy members of the City’s social elite, they had 
financial and political advantages that allowed them to prevent the obliteration of the cemetery in 
the face of proposed urban development. Stakeholders affiliated with many other obliterated 
cemetery sites lacked such advantages, resulting in the obliteration of those cemeteries.  
THE INFLUENCE OF SENSE OF PLACE AND SACRED SPACE IN CEMETERY 
PRESERVATION AND OBLITERATION 
In modern times, many cemeteries are considered to be sacred spaces. Current New York 
State law classifies the opening of a grave or entombment without authorization to remove either 
a body or any materials interred within as a Class D Felony (New York State Cemetery Board n.d.: 
§4216-4218). The act of disturbing a funeral is itself considered to be a misdemeanor (ibid: §4220). 
The modern cultural importance placed on the preservation and maintenance of cemeteries was 
explained by John F. Llewellyn (1998:36) as follows: 
We count on cemeteries to last because we expect our memories of the past to last. 
We hope that these memories, as enshrined in cemeteries, will carry on through 
countless generations. We derive strength, understanding, and hope from the past 
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as well as a sense of challenge for the future. And, because of all this, we expect 
that cemeteries will be forever.  
However, this emphasis on permanence, sacredness, and memory is relatively new. The concept 
of perpetually preserved burying space is closely linked to the romanticism of the Rural Cemetery 
Movement. The concept of cemetery sacredness largely evolved during the 19th century, largely 
following an extended period of frequent cemetery destruction (Sloane 1991:56).  
The broader lack of social perception of sacredness or importance placed on specific spaces 
before the 19th century presumably had a significant role in the obliteration of cemeteries in New 
York City between the 17th and mid-19th centuries. This does not mean that New York City’s 
residents did not place great importance on cemetery sites. However, it did make it easier for New 
Yorkers to redevelop cemeteries associated with socio-cultural others or those that were not 
designated as sacred spaces by those responsible for the redevelopment. Of the 332 cemeteries in 
this data set that were fully obliterated, approximate lengths of use could be estimated for 239 (72 
percent).67 As shown in Chart 7-5, 27 percent of the obliterated cemeteries had an estimated 
period of use of 25 years or less before their destruction. In fact, nearly 12 percent (39) of all the 
obliterated cemeteries for which years of use could be estimated were in active use for just 10 
years or less. The full range of estimates extended between approximately 1 and 264 years of use 
and the average length of use was approximately 51.65 years.  
 
67 Because the specific start or end dates for many cemeteries could not be specifically determined for many cemeteries 
could not be determined and many others could only be determined relative to generic dates (e.g., “c. 1900” or 
“1850s”), these calculations are merely estimates. 
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Charts 7-6 and 7-7 depict the approximated/estimated number of years between the first 
and last documented (or estimated) burials in a cemetery and its obliteration. Approximately three-
quarters of the obliterated cemeteries for which such an estimate could be calculated (237) were 
removed within a century of their first documented burials. This total was 76 percent when 
calculated according to the first documentation of obliteration and 74 percent when calculated 
according to the final documentation of obliteration (see Chart 7-6). When calculated relative to 
the first documented evidence of obliteration, the complete range of time between first burial and 
removal extended between 1 and 291 years, the average was 71.1 years, and the mode was 22 
years. When calculated relative to the final documented evidence of obliteration, the complete 
range of time between first burial and removal extended between 1 and 291 years, the average was 
75.8 years, and the mode was 8 years. 
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A more striking pattern was observed with respect to the amount of time between the last 
documented burial and the date of a cemetery’s obliteration (see Chart 7-7). In that case, nearly 
48 percent of obliterated cemeteries (65 percent of those for which date estimates could be 
determined) were completely removed within 25 years of the last burial. Of those, 28 percent—or 
nearly 14 percent of all obliterated cemeteries for which date estimates could be determined—
were fully obliterated the same year of the last burial.68 Zero years between last burial and final 
obliteration was also the mode for this data set, the range of which extended between 0 and 170 
years and the average of which was approximately 27 years.  
 
68 For this portion of the analysis, only the number of years between the last burial and the most recent documented 
obliteration episode was calculated. As some cemetery sites featured partial obliteration during their periods of active 
use (meaning that the last burial occurred after the first episode of obliteration), a comparison of the passage of time 
between the first documented episode of obliteration and the final burial would result in the collection of negative data 
and such analysis has therefore been omitted.  
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 For the sake of comparison, Chart 7-8 depicts the number of years between the last known 
or estimated last known burial within preserved cemeteries or cemeteries with preserved sections 
and the present year. While this data appears to peak between 76 and 100 years, the estimates are 
more evenly distributed as compared to the data in Chart 7-7. The total range in estimated number 
of years between last burial and the present for preserved cemeteries was 2 to 230 years. The 
average was 110.7 years, which was very close to the mode of 112 years.  
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Given these observations, three general trends were observed that appear to have resulted 
in increased rates of cemetery obliteration as related to concepts of space and place: 1) fading from 
social memory as a result of the passage of time; 2) absentee kin networks or similar social groups 
or those who were otherwise unable to maintain physical/legal control over burial space; and 3) a 
lack of designation of a place as sacred in the first place. These trends are discussed in greater 
detail in the following sections.  
The Impact of Social Memory and the Obliteration of Forgotten Burial Grounds 
The influence of social memory on cemeteries has long been studied by archaeologists, 
sociologists, and historians (e.g., McGuire 1988; Williams 2003). As mentioned in Chapters 1 
and 3, studies of tombstone iconography have often focused on the messages encoded within them; 
which record facts such as identity and dates of life and death but also, as marker types changed 
to more lasting materials, placed an increasing emphasis on permanence in an attempt to ensure 
remembrance (Deetz and Dethlefsen 1967; Meyer 1992; Baugher and Veit 2014). As stated by 
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McGuire (1988:435): “some people have sought immortality through burial and memorialization, 
and at different times in human history we have witnessed great differences in the access 
individuals have had to such immortality.” Social memory very likely plays a role in the 
obliteration of older cemeteries, which are more likely to be forgotten and therefore destroyed. 
However, there are still cemeteries that are potentially still alive in the memory of a given society, 
but are allowed to be obliterated just the same.  
As described above and depicted in Charts 7-6 and 7-7, a significant number of obliterated 
cemeteries were removed within 25 years of the most recent burial. While less than 8 percent of 
cemeteries in this data set were in use for more than a century before their obliteration (11 percent 
of those for which specific date estimates could be determined), many cemeteries appear to have 
been obliterated for no other reason than they fell out of social memory. The sites on which these 
burial grounds were located were redeveloped simply because their presence had been forgotten. 
This was the case for several burial vaults and other entombments that lacked obvious surface 
evidence marking the presence of human remains in those locations. For example, the Spring Street 
Church edifice was destroyed during the Anti-Abolitionist Riots of 1834 (Meade 2010). The 
church that replaced it stood until it was destroyed by fire in the 1960s, more than a century after 
the last burial took place in the vaults beneath the edifice (ibid). By the time the property was 
redeveloped as a paved parking lot in the years that followed, there was no surface evidence 
indicating the presence of the long-forgotten human remains lying within (ibid). The Bethel Baptist 
Church cemetery and vaults were similarly discovered during a construction effort in 1964, after 
having been unused for more than a century (Asbury 1964). That church had been occupied by 
other congregations before the site was redeveloped multiple times, resulting in the elimination of 
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the presence of the human remains—some of whom were associated with wealthy, well-connected 
families—beneath the ground surface (ibid).  
Other cemeteries appear to have been similarly forgotten, resulting in their later 
disturbance. This is especially true of older cemeteries that may have been unmarked or poorly 
marked. The Archer family cemetery, for example, was utilized by some of the founders of the 
village of Fordham in the Bronx in the 17th century, though little else is known about it (Melick 
1950; Raftery 2016). Information about a number of similar cemeteries is only known because 
those burial grounds were impacted by construction decades, if not centuries, following the date 
of the last burial. Such cemeteries include the Michielsen-Corsa family burying ground discovered 
during construction on the Fordham University campus (Raftery 2016); the Meserole family 
cemetery, found during the construction of a school in Brooklyn (Brooklyn Daily Eagle 1879a); 
the Cortelyou family cemetery, found during the construction of Fort Hamilton in southern 
Brooklyn (Bangs 1912); the previously-mentioned cemetery of the Lawrence family on College 
Point in Queens, impacted during construction of a parkway (Lawlor 1937a; Lawlor 1937b); and 
many others.  
Protection of Kin Networks and Legal Ties to Land 
Despite the fact that the concept of the sacredness of burial sites was not common until the 
19th century, there is evidence that cemetery sites were still considered to be important and worthy 
of protection in many cases, particularly in the case of family cemeteries. As has been discussed 
previously, homestead/family cemeteries were among the most common types of cemeteries in 
New York City, making up more than 28 percent of the cemeteries documented for this study.69 
 
69 This calculation includes those used for both families and enslaved persons on the same homestead as well as those 
reserved only for the use of the family of the homestead owner. 
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Homestead cemeteries were also among the most commonly obliterated, with nearly 73 percent of 
all cemeteries of that type within this data set having been destroyed. Family cemeteries were 
presumably vulnerable to disturbance given their relatively small size and often their great age as 
compared to later cemetery types (e.g., town burial grounds or rural cemeteries). They were likely 
also at greater risk as a result of the loss of protection caused by the departure of kin groups from 
a given area, which happened frequently as a result of the urbanization of the region. The 
obliteration of a homestead cemetery was often the choice of the family responsible for its creation, 
with descendants frequently choosing to remove the remains of their ancestors to larger cemeteries 
prior to the sale of an ancestral estate. As described in the previous chapter, this happened often in 
northwestern Brooklyn, were a great number of family cemeteries were removed to Green-Wood 
Cemetery after its establishment in 1838, during the dramatic increase of urban development in 
the same area. In these cases, remains within cemeteries were often relocated with care and 
reinterred in formal graves marked either with relocated stones or with new stones dedicated to 
either individuals or to groups of relocated remains (see Figure 22).  
For those homestead cemeteries for which remains were not relocated, many families took 
great efforts to preserve their cemetery sites and ensure continued use of and access to their family 
burial grounds even after the family transferred ownership of their homesteads to persons outside 
of their kin network. Many families accomplished this by excluding their family burial grounds 
from land transfers so as to retain ownership for themselves and their heirs in perpetuity. These 
exclusions were recorded in official conveyance documents in an attempt to ensure their 
permanence even in the event that the land would continue to be resold in the future (see Appendix 
1). One such example is the Hulst family cemetery, which was formerly located near the northeast 
corner of Third Avenue and 22nd Street in what is now the Greenwood Heights neighborhood of  
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Brooklyn. The Hulst family first purchased their large land holdings in 1767 (Brooklyn Liber 6, 
Page 366) and in 1817, following Anthony Hulst’s death, the executors of his estate sold a 78-acre 
area representing half the family farm to Joseph Woodard (Brooklyn Liber 12, Page 347). The 
transfer conveyed the northern half of the property, “excepting and reserving…the Burial Ground 
on the said hereby granted premises for the use and exclusive enjoyment of the children and 
grandchildren of the said Anthony Hulst and his heirs forever with the priviledge [sic] of passing 
and repassing to and from said Burial Ground over the said hereby granted premises to the Public 
Highway” (ibid:348). Similar exclusions were included in later deeds that saw the property 
transferred to other owners as it was divided into smaller and smaller parcels. The last reference 
to the Hulst family cemetery was made in 1839 but the provisions were absent in all subsequent 
records beginning the following year (Long Island Star 1839). No confirmation that the graves 
were removed at that time could be found as part of this research. A list of gravestone transcriptions 
for the New Lots Reformed Dutch Church Cemetery in Brooklyn, established in 1824, includes 
the graves of an Anthony Hulst who died in 1817 as well as several other family members who 
died before that cemetery was established (Frost 1914b). However, no property conveyances could 
be located that would confirm that ownership of the burial ground was ever transferred out of the 
Hulst family or that the graves were removed; the references simply disappeared from legal 
transactions.  
Similar fates befell a number of other family cemeteries where family members had 
attempted to reserve burial grounds in perpetuity through the use of deed exclusions. The Poillon 
family cemetery was reserved in several deeds recorded between 1803 and 1823 and subsequently 
disappeared from legal documents without any confirmation that the graves were removed or that 
land ownership was ever formally transferred (Staten Island Liber F, Page 337; Staten Island Liber 
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I, Page 191; Staten Island Liber O, Page 410). The Bartow family cemetery in the Bronx was 
reserved from deeds dating between 1806 and 1823 (e.g., Westchester Liber N, Page 443). While 
the stones from the cemetery were reportedly relocated to the churchyard of Saint Peter’s Church 
in the late 19th or early 20th century, it is not known if the bodies associated with the cemetery 
were also moved (Raftery 2016). The vault of the Simonson family on Staten Island was excluded 
from the property when it was sold to the La Forge family, who were reported to have disregarded 
the exclusion and “ploughed the land with the rest of their property as if it were their own” 
(McMillen 1988:102). In some cases, family members attempted to reclaim ownership of family 
burial sites decades after their complete or partial obliteration. In 1889, The Brooklyn Citizen 
reported the similar story of a member of the Remsen family who traveled to Brooklyn from his 
home in New Jersey seeking the graves of his ancestors only to find that a neighbor who “objected 
to a sight of the tombstones out his window” and had therefore removed all the grave markers and 
covered them with earth in order to remove all surface traces of the cemetery (The Brooklyn Citizen 
1889:2).  
Indeed, the research completed for this study suggests that most accounts of family 
members making efforts to reclaim the homestead graves of their ancestors indicate that the 
families were not successful in their efforts. The Bass-Hardenbrook family cemetery, in use in 
what is now the Upper East Side of Manhattan before 1767 and through at least 1822, was similarly 
buried under fill when the site was redeveloped with Rockefeller University in the first years of 
the 20th century (AKRF 2012a). The cemetery was also excluded from deeds as early as 1818 and 
continued to be used by the family for several decades after it passed out of the family’s ownership 
(ibid). As described in letters in the collection of the Rockefeller Archive Center, during the 
development of the University, John D. Rockefeller and his legal team were aware of the fact that 
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they did not own the cemetery site (ibid). Their solution to the issue of the cemetery’s impediment 
to the development of the university was to survey the cemetery, remove the remaining tombstone 
fragments, and bury it under the university’s main driveway, where no buildings were to be 
constructed and where the cemetery remains to this day (ibid). The removed stones were initially 
built into a retaining wall and were later held inside various university buildings. John D. 
Rockefeller and the University were approached by individuals claiming to be heirs of the 
Bass/Hardenbrook family following the construction of the University (ibid). Several of those 
reported heirs offered to sell their interest in the cemetery’s ownership. Correspondence between 
Rockefeller, his lawyers, and other University officials indicates that they rejected all such claims 
and ultimately prevented those heirs from accessing the burial ground (ibid).  
The cases of the Bass-Hardenbrook, Simonson, and Remsen cemeteries are not unique. 
Many families were denied access to former family cemeteries or were powerless in preventing 
their destruction despite continued legal ownership. It is therefore clear that family cemeteries 
were at a high risk of obliteration after kin networks had dispersed and were no longer around to 
ensure that cemetery sites were preserved.  
Obliteration Due to Lack of Designation of Sacredness 
The perception of sacredness or the importance of place is another factor leading to the 
obliteration of cemetery sites that are denied such characterization. Not all burial sites were 
considered to be sacred and deserving of protection, even after the shift in the perception of 
sacredness in the 19th century. Those cemeteries that were in use for a short time prior to their 
closure as a result of legal restrictions or urban improvement project may simply have never had 
time to attain the social status of sacredness or importance. Others were not granted social value 
for other reasons. The importance of a burial ground to a given society is often affected by its 
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association with either “the good death,” meaning a death with an emphasis on sleep, peace, and a 
life lived well (Mytum 2004:158). A good death can be associated with conquering the “struggle 
for the soul” in an attempt to attain salvation (De Chaparro 2007:13). Conversely, cemeteries 
associated with the “bad death,” or a tragic passing that occurs under unfortunate circumstances, 
are not as likely to be considered as valuable (Mytum 2004).  
In America, the relationship between social life and death changed dramatically following 
the Civil War, when hundreds of thousands of people were killed (Faust 2008:xii). As the majority 
of persons killed were young men, “this marked a sharp and alarming departure from existing 
preconceptions about who should die” and a newfound confrontation with the reality of death 
through the advent of battlefield photography (ibid). These forces brought the need for a “good 
death” to the fore in American in the second half of the 19th century (ibid). The sacredness of 
cemeteries is often connected with religion, but more broadly relates to their function “as a physical 
place and a spiritual place[s]…[that] confuses the symbolic and physical to allow memories 
forgotten in other locations to survive—often silently” (Wright 2005:51). The combination of 
memory, materiality, and (where relevant) spirituality, results in an increased social importance of 
certain cemeteries and often prompted their preservation as a sacred space.  
One cemetery type that appears to have been more frequently obliterated as a result of a 
lack of sacredness/importance of place is the public potter’s field, which were almost certainly 
associated with the “bad death” for many residents of New York City. Nearly all of the potter’s 
fields in the city were obliterated relatively quickly after their closure. In many cases, the removal 
of potter’s fields occurred at the request of both local officials and regular citizens who resided in 
the vicinity. In many cases, the presence of the potter’s field was not only well known to those 
who lived near them, but it was also unwelcome. Despite the occasional presence of graves of 
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individuals “connected with our most respectable families” within them, potter’s fields were more 
widely associated with indigence and disease (CCCNY 1917 16:49). Few efforts appear to have 
been made to inventory grave locations within potter’s fields, let alone to mark individual graves 
in the 18th and early 19th centuries. This created an inseparable mixture of remains of individuals 
of different backgrounds and socio-economic backgrounds in a single location. Burial within 
potter’s fields often involved the excavation of large trenches that were unenclosed, open spaces 
that provided passers-by with unpleasant sensory encounters, including gruesome sights and 
offensive smells (Bergoffen 2001b; Geismar 2005a). In 1850, it was reported that each day—
sometimes “almost hourly,”—a group of “at least twenty-five hogs” accessed an opening to the 
potter’s field in Brooklyn and could be seen “rooting up the graves of those recently interred, and 
devouring the bodies,” prompting calls for the closure of the burial ground (Commercial Advertiser 
1850:2). In a similar situation, citizens living near the 50th Street potter’s field in Manhattan 
submitted a petition to the City to remove the burial ground more than a decade after it was closed. 
The request was made after road-widening efforts had disturbed graves, leading the unenclosed 
site to become strewn with human bones and rendering the land “disgusting” and “valueless” 
(New-York Tribune 1857:7). The character of those buried in potter’s field was often questioned 
at the time, with local newspaper The Sun suggesting in 1883 that, “the tenants of the Potter’s Field 
went there, 90 per cent of them, because they poured down their throats the price of their shroud 
and coffin” (The Sun 1883:1). This conception of the lower value of the persons interred in the 
potter’s field brought the value of the potter’s field itself into question, a situation that occurred 
for many similar burial sites throughout the City.  
The closure and almost immediate obliteration of potter’s fields is therefore presumed to 
be associated with the lack of association of importance and sacredness with those spaces. This is 
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not to imply a complete disregard for the individuals interred in potter’s fields, however. During 
the debate over the closure of the Washington Square potter’s field in 1827, the Common Council’s 
Committee on Lands & Places stated that it was “not the intention of this Board to disturb any of 
the graves within these grounds nor will there be any absolute necessity for such a measure” 
(CCCNY 1917 16:49). The conversion of the burial ground to a parade ground and later a park—
resulting in its obliteration from social memory and later disturbance as a result of park-related 
improvement projects—may therefore have been considered a respectful way to convert the 
potter’s field for other uses. However, later potter’s fields were not subject to the same treatment. 
This includes the previously-discussed 50th Street potter’s field as well as those that followed on 
Ward’s and Randalls Islands, all of which were subsequently redeveloped without the complete 
removal of the human remains interred within. The Randalls Island potter’s field, in use between 
1843 and 1851, was sold the same year it was closed to the Society for the Reformation of Juvenile 
Delinquents (Manhattan Liber 591, Page 352; Manhattan Liber 666, Page 317). The society later 
tasked its young inmates with grading and leveling the old burial ground and using the soils 
generated through those efforts to fill in adjacent marshland (Society for the Reformation of 
Juvenile Delinquents 1864; Society for the Reformation of Juvenile Delinquents 1865). The 
Society for the Reformation of Juvenile Delinquents was a private charity that received funding 
from the state (Pickett 1969). It was also associated with the House of Refuge, which later occupied 
the property and established its own small cemetery within the same area previously used as the 
potter’s field (ibid). The Wards Island potter’s field replaced the one on Randalls Island in 1851 
and was in use through 1868 (Manhattan Liber 606, Pages 365, 370, and 371). It, too, was also 
subsequently redeveloped with a network of city-owned institutions almost immediately following 
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its closure. Remains on both sites were disturbed during construction projects in the 20th century 
(Bergoffen 2001b). 
CEMETERY OBLITERATION UNDER COLONIAL AND POST-COLONIAL POWER 
STRUCTURES 
The physical and cultural landscapes of New York City were formed in a colonial setting 
that began in the 17th century and was reinforced over a period of more than 400 years. The data 
set compiled for this study shows that as the occupation and (perceived) ownership of the land 
making up the modern city was transferred from the local indigenous population to Dutch and 
English settlers and later to different waves of American occupants, the graves of past inhabitants 
have been removed or destroyed to make way for those developments deemed more worthy of the 
ground surface by newly occupying cultural groups. As discussed in Chapter 1, as cemeteries are 
imbued with individual and group identities of those interred within them and those responsible 
for creating them, the protection and maintenance of cemetery sites serves to protect and maintain 
those identities. Alternately, the destruction of cemeteries similarly serves to destroy those 
identities and can therefore cemetery obliteration can be a political tool used to suppress 
marginalized populations.  
In colonial settings specifically, the destruction of cemeteries and desecration of graves of 
individuals by cultural outsiders can be used to negate or destroy the cultural identities of 
indigenous or socially or economically disadvantaged populations as part of the displays of power 
associated with colonization and conquest, even if the act of destruction occurs after decades or 
centuries. In removing the bones of the deceased and severing indigenous or other cultural ties to 
specific portions of the landscape, colonizing populations can attempt to justify their own land 
ownership claims while at the same time diminishing the suppressed group’s rights to shared 
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physical spaces. Furthermore, the destruction of cemeteries in which minority populations have 
been interred can be used to reinforce racialized stereotypes and socio-economic differences by 
majority groups, differences that are often linked to the inequalities brought about by colonial 
occupation. More simply, disinterments can also represent the cessation of social or genetic ties to 
the deceased members of family or religious groups who have been absent from an area for a 
particular amount of time. In colonial settings, one would expect that cemeteries established for 
the burial of ethnic majorities, those of higher socio-economic status, and other social elites to 
have been preserved in place and protected at great cost. One would also expect that cemeteries 
associated with a society’s lower classes and racialized minority populations would be more 
commonly obliterated, often as a result of competition for developable real estate.  
The New York City deathscape does appear to contain a significantly greater number of 
preserved or documented cemeteries associated with individuals of European descent with social, 
political, and financial advantages. Furthermore, a greater number of obliterated cemeteries were 
associated with those lacking such advantages, including indigenous persons, individuals of 
African descent (including those who were enslaved), and the indigent and impoverished. While 
cemeteries representing people of all cultures, religious, and kin groups have been affected by 
development within New York City, colonial and post-colonial influences linked to the perceived 
dominance of individuals of European descent and the suppression of the enslaved and the indigent 
lives on through the differential preservation and obliteration of cemeteries throughout the 18th, 
19th, and 20th centuries. The removal of the remains of the dead of colonized or racialized groups 
can therefore be viewed as an individual’s or group’s (e.g., wealthy families or developers; 
religious organizations; or the city government) attempt to consolidate land ownership by severing 
the previous occupants’ ties to the land. These colonial/post-colonial power dynamics are present 
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even in modern literature describing New York City’s cemeteries. Many works have been written 
about the cemeteries in New York City, but several (e.g., Culbertson and Randall 1987; Brooks 
2006) admit that they only pertain to the graves of the rich and famous or cemeteries that are in 
areas that are considered to be “beautifully protected settings” that are “safe and pleasant to visit,” 
presumably suggesting that they are located in gentrified areas (Culbertson and Randall 1987:xvi).  
The previously-discussed treatment of Native American graves in New York City is an 
example of the reinforcement of the colonial power structures that resulted in the colonial seizure 
of indigenous lands in the 17th century. Prior to the aforementioned removal of the Little Neck 
Matinecock/ Hicks-Waters Family Cemetery despite the opposition of the descendant community, 
the City originally suggested seizing land along the southern side of Northern Boulevard so as not 
to have to disturb any of the graves on the northern side (Real Estate Record and Builder’s Guide 
1912). However, that would have “prove[n] disastrous to a number of the fine residences in the 
district” and Fremont Cole, a local politician and former Speaker of the New York State Assembly, 
would have “[lost] forty feet from his front lawn” (ibid:322). Not only were the graves selected 
for removal to avoid the disturbance of the front lawns of the powerful, but the curator of the 
Museum of the American Indian was permitted to observe the disinterment as “specimens of 
interest to his museum and to Government savants [were] certain to be found” during the 
exhumation (New York Sun 1930:24). Working alongside with municipal engineers, 
anthropologists from the museum were also given access to take measurements and examine the 
remains during their disinterment and to collect “relics” to be “preserved for posterity” (North 
Shore Daily Journal 1931:1). Despite objections of the descendant community, permission to 
remove the cemetery was granted by the city and affirmed by the Supreme Court, entities granted 
their power both directly and indirectly as a result of the colonial occupation of New York (ibid). 
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The widening of the road therefore not only intruded onto sacred ground for the sole purpose of 
benefitting the wealthy and the powerful, but the remains buried within the site were dehumanized, 
becoming nothing more than objects of interest to scientists and museum professionals.  
Another lasting effect of colonialism was the continued practice of the enslavement of 
persons of African descent well into the early 19th century. The inequalities of slavery extended 
into all aspects of life, and even into death. All known cemeteries associated with enslaved persons 
formerly located within New York City were subsequently obliterated. As described in Chapter 
2, the movement of enslaved persons throughout the city was closely regulated and enslaved 
persons were only allowed to occupy certain spaces—both in life and in death.  
The African Burial Ground in Lower Manhattan is the most well-documented cemetery for 
any historical population in New York City. The presence of the cemetery was well-known to 
contemporary New Yorkers following its closure in 1795. At that time, an ownership dispute arose 
between persons of European descent. However the use and reuse of the site “was not documented 
and archived visually, orally, or textually by Africans” as a result of “civic marginalization and 
racism” despite its large size and extended period of use (Frohne 2015:95). Human remains 
encountered during the subsequent redevelopment of the burial ground70 were not treated with the 
same respect that may have been shown to remains of persons of European descent, and some were 
reported to have been dumped into the rivers surrounding Manhattan (Swan 2005).  
African burial grounds elsewhere in New York City were treated similarly and unmarked, 
neglected burial grounds were often disturbed during later construction. The site now known as 
the Harlem African Burial Ground was in use between the mid-17th century and the mid-19th 
 
70 The site was redeveloped multiple times before the construction of the existing on-site federal office building in the 
1990s; the reference to the dumping of remains in the river refers to events that occurred during the historical period 
and not the more recent construction (Howard University African Burial Ground Project 2009; Frohne 2015).  
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century before being redeveloped multiple times (HPI 2011a; AKRF 2016a). As discussed in 
Chapter 5, the cemetery had originally been established by the local Reformed Dutch church, 
which granted it to the local population of African descent for use as a burial ground when the 
church established a larger church and burial ground further to the south. Despite the cemetery’s 
continued use for approximately two centuries, the legal landowner redeveloped the property in 
the mid-19th century (ibid). More than 70 years later, the presence of the cemetery on the site 
remained within the realm of public knowledge and social memory, and still, the site was 
redeveloped multiple times (New York Times 1927d). In 1927, the property was sold, and an 
associated title insurance search determined that “inasmuch as the negroes at that time were slaves, 
they could not hold property, and that was probably the reason why there was no deed of record” 
(ibid:42). Preventing enslaved persons from owning and maintaining their burial sites would have 
made it difficult for them to protect or preserve cemetery sites and likely contributed to the 
obliteration of slave cemeteries city-wide. The obliteration of the burial sites for enslaved persons, 
some of which occurred immediately after their initial closure, also prevented such cemeteries 
from being an active component of the deathscape as it was experienced by New Yorkers both 
during the historical period and in the present day.  
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CHAPTER 8:  
RESTING IN PEACE: SPATIAL ORGANIZATION AND RELOCATION OF REMAINS 
A PLACE FOR EVERYTHING 
As described in Chapter 1, both the initial placement of cemeteries as well as the choice 
of reinterment location (for those sites where disinterment occurred) can be imbued with social 
meaning. The final component of this study of New York City’s deathscape therefore involves the 
analysis of the use of space for human interments, including primary, secondary, and even tertiary 
burials. The spatial analysis described in this chapter includes an investigation of the amount of 
space allotted for human burial; an examination of the relationship between the space or spaces 
allocated to both the living and deceased members of the population; and an analysis of the 
relocation (or abandonment) of the dead as cemeteries were obliterated.  
THE SIZE OF NEW YORK CITY’S CEMETERIES 
The size of a burial ground can reflect the extent to which a given population exhibited a 
need for burial space. It also reflects the amount of space that population was willing and/or able 
to dedicate to the remains of the dead, as opposed to other uses. Of the 527 cemeteries included in 
this data set, a general surface area could be calculated based on either documentary or 
cartographic research for approximately 83 percent. The smallest documented cemeteries were 
less than 100 square feet and were typically composed of isolated graves or individual monuments. 
Conversely, the largest cemetery in New York City is Green-Wood Cemetery, which covers more 
than 20 million square feet (more than 465 acres). Of those cemeteries for which a surface area 
could be calculated, known or approximated dates of establishment were associated with all but 
three sites. An assessment of those calculated areas shows that in general, cemetery sizes were 
inconsistent until the 19th century, when cemeteries got exponentially larger (see Table 8-1 and 
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Chart 8-1). The surge in cemetery size began in the years leading up to the Rural Cemetery 
Movement and increased dramatically in the second half of the 19th century, with a gradual 
decrease occurring in the first half of the 20th century. 
Table 8-1: Changes in Average Cemetery Size Over Time 
Year Range 
Number of Cemeteries of Known Size 
of Known or Estimated Age Average Cemetery Size (ft2) 
1601–1650 5 104,381 
1651–1700 34 34,126 
1701–1750 34 129,403 
1751–1800 61 29,564 
1801–1850 191 382,051 
1851–1900 89 1,127,174 
1901–1950 15 1,785,703 
1951–Present 6 1,716,359 
 
 
Some early cemeteries were likely small because they represented only the maximum space 
needed for the burial of the intended population, often representing families, individual houses of 
worship, or smaller communities. Other cemeteries may have been relatively small as a result of 
the amount of space that was made available to the burial population either by municipal land 
grants, as in the case of many colonial town cemeteries and religious cemeteries, or as a result of 
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financial limitations on the purchasing of land. Many burial grounds established before the early 
19th century were built in areas of irregular shape prior to the construction of the modern urban 
street grid. Following the establishment of the grid beginning in Manhattan in the first decades of 
the 19th century, city blocks were often divided into standard-sized lots measuring 25 by 100 feet 
(Koeppel 2015:16). The cemeteries in this data set that were established after that time tended to 
have more linear, square or rectangular shapes and often comprised a number of standard-size lots 
(see maps in Appendix 2). Once the Rural Cemetery Movement took hold, however, cemeteries 
appear to have grown astronomically bigger, with the average cemetery size increasing by nearly 
98 percent between the first and second halves of the 19th century. AS discussed previously, the 
movement was predicated on large, romantic, parklike spaces and the ability to establish a rural 
cemetery across a large plot of land was integral to the success of any rural cemetery established 
at that time. Because many rural cemeteries were established on farmland for which the boundaries 
had been established earlier in the colonial era, the size and shape of rural cemeteries once again 
became irregular, especially as cemeteries expanded through the acquisition of new space to 
accommodate rising plot sales (see Figure 17).71  
Some type-specific spatial trends are visible with respect to homestead cemeteries and 
religious cemeteries. The homestead burial grounds included in this study tended to be small. 
Nearly half of the family burial grounds in the data set—72 of the 149 family cemeteries (48 
percent), including those that contained the graves of enslaved persons—were documented as less 
than one quarter of an acre in surface area. It is expected that the percentage of homestead burial 
grounds of that size would be higher if it were not for the number of family burying grounds for 
 
71 As described in Chapter 4, the absence of consistent documentation of the number of burials within each cemetery 
made it difficult to assess the number of burials within cemeteries of certain size. As such, this analysis has focused 
solely on the physical size of cemeteries, representing the maximum available space that could be used for burial 
rather than on the number of graves within them. 
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which the exact boundaries could not be determined. A number of family cemeteries (e.g., the 
King family cemetery in the Bronx; the Alsop family cemetery in Queens; and the Wright family 
cemetery in Staten Island) appeared to have been established as lots that were 4 rods or 1 chain 
(66 feet) square, or 4,356 square feet (0.1 acres). The average size of family cemeteries varied by 
borough: 8,550 square feet (0.2 acres) in the Bronx; 3,223 square feet (0.07 acres) in Brooklyn; 
9,649 square feet (0.22 acres) in Manhattan; 10,075 square feet (0.23 acres) in Queens; 7,725 
square feet (0.18 acres) in Staten Island; and 7,965 square feet (0.18 acres) city-wide.72  
Unlike homestead cemeteries, Charts 8-2A and 8-2B depict a general lack of trends with 
respect to the size of religious house of worship cemeteries and religious institution cemeteries 
when sorted by religious organization. When categorized by borough, both house of worship and 
religious institution cemeteries were on average smaller in Manhattan than in the other boroughs 
(see Table 8-2). The smaller size of cemeteries in Manhattan is presumably linked to the decreased 
availability of land as a result of urban development, high land values, and population density. 
Table 8-2: Average Size of Religious Cemeteries by Borough 
Borough and Religious Cemetery Type Average Size (ft2) 
Bronx House of Worship 47,898 
Brooklyn House of Worship 30,510 
Manhattan House of Worship 17,166 
Queens House of Worship 33,591 
Staten Island House of Worship 65,893 
Bronx Religious Institution 731,022 
Brooklyn Religious Institution 973,901 
Manhattan Religious Institution 38,143 
Queens Religious Institution 2,868,972 
Staten Island Religious Institution 1,270,720 
 
 
72 As the exact size for a large number of homestead cemeteries could not be determined, the inclusion of that data 
could potentially change these averages. 
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THE PLACEMENT OF THE DEAD RELATIVE TO THE LIVING 
An assessment of the spatial relationship of space allocated to the living and space allocated 
to the dead is a critical component of any deathscape analysis. The extent to which the dead remain 
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in physical proximity is related to various aspects of a culture, including phobias surrounding 
death; fears about health and sanitation; maintenance of ancestral ties to both land and to kin 
networks; as well as social status, socio-economic access, and social power (Parker Pearson 
1999:124–141). The banishment of certain portions of the deceased population to burial grounds 
utilized only by those considered to be social deviants, racialized/marginalized populations, or 
those of lower status can also possess socio-cultural meaning. As described previously, examples 
of such banishment have been observed throughout New York City’s deathscape (e.g., potter’s 
fields). Furthermore, as described in Chapters 2 and 7, a shift occurred in the 19th century that 
resulted in all cemeteries in New York being increasingly excluded from the realm of the living 
portion of its population.  
The Placement of Cemeteries Before the Mid-19th Century 
The earliest cemeteries in New York City were situated in close proximity to residential 
and commercial areas, making the dead a constant presence for the living. As houses of worship 
were typically established in places that were convenient for their worshippers, the cemeteries that 
often surrounded them as a result situated in close proximity to the living population. Similarly, 
many of the cemeteries established in Queens and Brooklyn before the 19th century, regardless of 
type, were clustered in the vicinity of the historical towns and villages that represent the earliest 
development in those boroughs (see Figure 23). Many town centers contained several cemeteries, 
often including a mix of public/town burial grounds and religious cemeteries of different 
denominations. This pattern is most apparent in Queens in the areas surrounding the historical 
towns of Flushing, Jamaica, Elmhurst/Newtown, and Astoria. Similar clustering is seen to a lesser 
extent in the Bronx and Staten Island. As precursors to later rural cemeteries, town and village 
burial grounds were often located at the periphery of village centers (Sloane 1991:4). Like the rural  
Figure 23: Placement of Pre-1850 Cemeteries Relative to Settled Areas
Map References:
1755 Maerschalk
1817 Longworth
1829 Burr
1830 Langdon
1839 Cheever & Tiffany
1850 Hayward
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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cemeteries that would follow them, early 19th century municipal cemeteries began to be placed at 
a greater distance from the living population for reasons of health and sanitation. Furthermore, 
efforts were made to place these town cemeteries in a more aesthetically appealing, organized 
setting than was offered by colonial burial grounds, though not to the extreme of later rural 
cemeteries (French 1974; Sloane 1991; Yalom 2008; Veit and Nonestied 2008; Baugher and Veit 
2014). 
Even those cemeteries established outside the urban core and outside clustered village 
settlements were often located in close proximity to the living. Homestead burial sites across the 
nation were often placed either at the perimeters of agricultural fields or on scenic high ground or 
hilltops (Sloane 1991:4). This was true in New York City; however, no patterns were observed 
with respect to where within homestead sites the cemeteries were placed. In some cases, family 
cemeteries were observed to have been placed in close proximity to family homes while in others, 
burial grounds were relegated to far-flung corners of the farms or private estates on which they 
were located. Different families may therefore have placed value on maintaining close proximity 
to the remains of their ancestors while others may have preferred to have placed the deceased 
within particular settings, such as on hilltops, along coastlines, or in places with some sentimental 
value. For those cemeteries that were located on working farms, homestead cemeteries may have 
been placed in locations that were not appropriate for agricultural purposes or that would otherwise 
not interfere with agricultural efforts. Similarly, cemeteries established on the grounds of military 
fortifications or public/private institutions would similarly have been expected to have been placed 
in locations that did not interfere with the function of the institution.  
However, close proximity between the living and the dead was not a fact of life for all of 
New York City’s residents, and some graves were intentionally placed in more distant areas. The 
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majority of cemeteries established within the city’s urban core were placed within the settled 
portion of the city by those in control over the use of land. Of the thirteen cemeteries established 
in Lower Manhattan before 1750, all but two were located within the area of densest urban 
development as shown on the c. 1755 Maerschalk map of Manhattan (see Figure 23). The two 
remaining cemeteries were the African Burial Ground, which was established on the outskirts of 
the developed portion of the city by those exerting colonial power (Swan 2006), and the First 
Shearith Israel cemetery, which was placed outside the city limits as a result of Jewish custom 
(Pool 1952). As described in previous chapters, Jewish cemeteries are the only type of cemetery 
that were consistently and intentionally placed outside the limits of the settled city leading up to 
the mid-19th century (Yalom 2008). 
Those cemeteries for the enslaved included within this data set appear to have frequently 
been placed at a distance from the urban core and town/village centers, but this was not often the 
result of intentional choice of those who were interred there. As described in Chapter 5, the 
remains of deceased enslaved persons were often interred in burial grounds that were not only 
racially segregated but often physically distant from inhabited areas. The two cemeteries that were 
used for the interment of persons of African descent in Lower Manhattan following the closure of 
the African Burial ground were also located near what was the northern limit of the settled part of 
Manhattan at the time. The Harlem African Burial Ground, initially established as a Reformed 
Dutch church cemetery, was situated in closer proximity to the developed settlement of Harlem. 
However, it, too, was located within a small, distant waterfront plot, and its size and setting are 
part of what made it unappealing to the church that had originally created the burial site (AKRF 
2016a). The African Burial Ground established in the town of Flatbush in Brooklyn, however, was 
located in closer proximity to the village of Flatbush. However, as the establishment date of that 
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burial ground is unknown, the extent to which it was situated within the settled portion of the 
village at the time of its establishment is unknown (HPI 2001a).  
 Physical distance for burials of enslaved person was also observed in the homestead 
cemeteries in the data set. Segregated burials for family members and for enslaved persons were 
documented at the Van Brunt farm in Brooklyn, the Dyckman-Nagle farm in northern Manhattan, 
and the Lake farm in Staten Island. Bolton’s 1912 map of northern Manhattan indicates that the 
slave cemetery on the Dyckman-Nagle farm was located on a hill less than one block to the west 
of the family cemetery. As with the Hunt family cemetery in the Bronx, the Dyckman-Nagle 
cemetery in Manhattan was preserved into the 20th century while the cemetery for the enslaved 
was abandoned, only to be disturbed during the construction of Tenth Avenue in 1903 (New-York 
Tribune 1903). The presence of the cemetery was known to local historians at the time and graves 
were reported to have been marked with fieldstones prior to their destruction (Calver 1919). At the 
time of the road’s construction, the exhumed remains were removed from the graves and arranged 
in decorative pyramids on the ground, photographs of which were published in local newspapers 
(New-York Tribune 1903). Similarly, the burial ground for the Lake family in Staten Island was 
situated within an oval-shaped area lined with trees while the cemetery of the slaves owned by the 
family is known only to have been located “some distance back in the woods” near the Lake home, 
more than one thousand feet from the family cemetery (Davis 1889:12). The Van Brunt family 
cemetery is similarly believed to have been situated in a separate location from the burials 
associated with the slaves owned by the family, although the exact location of neither cemetery is 
known (AKRF 2018). 
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Banishing the Dead in the 19th Century 
Many cultures design their deathscapes around a fear of the dead (Parker Pearson 1999:25). 
It may be said that such a fear gripped the urban residents of New York beginning in the early 19th 
century (see Chapter 2). This fear wasn’t specific to the spiritual aspects of death as it is in some 
cultures, but rather related to a fear of decomposing bodies and the negative health effects they 
were thought to generate. Around the same time that people began to fear urban burials, the concept 
of the sacredness of cemetery spaces grew in importance (Sloane 1991:72–73). The 19th century 
therefore represents a period of change in New York City as cemeteries were placed at increasingly 
greater distances from the living population, but their preservation was also considered to be of 
greater social importance (ibid). This also coincided with the general banishment of institutions 
associated with public welfare (e.g., hospitals and poorhouses) as well as punishment (e.g., 
penitentiaries), which were increasingly relocated to smaller islands throughout New York City in 
the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Seitz and Miller 2011).  
The data set shows that following the start of bans on burials in urban areas in Manhattan 
and Brooklyn, a greater number of stand-alone religious cemeteries were established throughout 
New York City. Churches and religious groups in Manhattan began consolidating their burial 
space outside the limits of the urban center by the late 18th century. As burial restrictions grew 
increasingly strict, such cemeteries moved further north until the final ban on burials in Manhattan 
was passed in 1851 (see Figure 23). Within Manhattan, most of the newly-established cemeteries 
were intentionally placed north of Canal Street in response to changing legislation that barred the 
use of individual churchyards in Lower Manhattan beginning in the early 1800s. As the burial 
barriers extended to the north, newly established burial grounds, too, moved further north until the 
final ban was issued in 1851. As shown on Figures 6 and 23, the expansion of the densely-settled 
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part of Manhattan was closely aligned with the areas where burials were banned leading up to the 
mid-19th century. By 1850, the areas of the densest development were south of modern 59th Street, 
although much development had started in the northern portion of Manhattan as seen on 
contemporary maps (e.g., the 1852 Harrison map). The City’s decision to make the 1851 ban on 
burials south of 86th Street—situated significantly further north than any previous ban—may 
therefore represent its attempt to better predict the pace of the city’s northward growth so as to 
prevent the need for additional bans in the future.  
The Placement of Rural Cemeteries  
It has been explained that most rural cemeteries were also placed in areas at great distances 
from settled villages in areas that were far from the city’s urban center. However, for many of the 
rural cemeteries in Queens, Brooklyn, and Staten Island, some correlation may also exist between 
the location of large rural cemeteries and the location of a geological feature known as the terminal 
moraine. The moraine is an elevated ledge of rock that extends from southwestern Staten Island 
through northeastern Queens and marks the southernmost progress of the Wisconsin glacier, the 
northward retreat of which represented the end of the ice age in the region (Schuberth 1968:183–
184). As shown on Figure 17, many of New York’s rural cemeteries, including the “cemetery 
belt” that lines the border between Queens and Brooklyn, is located on or adjacent to the moraine, 
as are many of the rural cemeteries on Staten Island. Mount Auburn Cemetery in Boston was 
intentionally built on top of a glacial moraine to take advantage of the variation in its landscape 
and its compatibility with the romantic ideals that went into the cemetery’s design (Cothran and 
Danylchak 2018:41). It is likely that some of New York’s cemeteries were placed on or near the 
moraine for similar reasons. Other cemeteries may have been placed there because the rocky soil 
prevented the land from being used for other activities, such as farming or industrial or residential 
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development. Such land made for ideal cemetery sites as the glacial till was both well-drained and 
easily excavated (McPhee 1983:26).  
RELOCATING REMAINS 
The role that cemeteries play in the shaping of a deathscape is affected not only by the 
initial placement of cemeteries, but also by the removal and relocation of the dead throughout a 
broader region. While the previous chapter described the forces that resulted in the removal of the 
dead from their original resting places, this section explores the use of space for the reburial of 
remains from obliterated cemeteries. Secondary burial practices have long been explored by 
archaeologists across a variety of time periods, cultures, and regions. Such burials often reflect 
broader complexities in a given group’s socio-cultural structure and ancestral ties. They can also 
represent political or ideological “leverage” held by one group or individual over another (Brown 
2013:361). The research completed for this study suggests that in New York City, secondary 
reinterment and the selection of reburial locations were often closely linked to the limitations 
imposed by the urban setting, but were also influenced by religion, socio-economic status, and the 
Rural Cemetery Movement.  
Disinterment and Abandonment of Human Remains During Cemetery Obliteration 
Of the 332 cemeteries in this data set that were fully obliterated, there is evidence to 
confirm or suggest that the remains were entirely relocated for at least 176 (53 percent) while 
remains in an additional 23 (7 percent) were at least partially removed and 23 (7 percent) more are 
suspected to have been relocated (see Figure 24 and Chart 8-3). In some cases, evidence exists 
that the tombstones from a cemetery were relocated to a new burial location with no evidence that 
the bodies themselves were removed; these cemeteries are included within the count of cemeteries 
that may have been partially removed. This practice appears to have been common on Staten Island  
Not Removed
Partially Removed
Possibly Removed
Removed
Unknown
Figure 24: Status of Disinterment at Obliterated Cemetery Sites
Base map: NYC.gov Map Tiles https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/
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and in the Bronx, where several such examples have been reported (Salmon 2006; Raftery 2016). 
The fates of the remains in 84 burial grounds (25 percent) are unknown and the remains in the rest 
were not removed during or following obliteration.  
 
While the remains within most cemeteries were relocated only one time, remains from at 
least nine cemeteries were found to have been relocated more than once. Of these, seven were 
affiliated with religious institutions who relocated their dead when their houses of worship, 
including the Harlem Reformed Dutch Church, the First Moravian Church, the Reformed Dutch 
Church of Bloomingdale, the Christ Evangelical Lutheran Church, the Zion Church, and the 
German Evangelical Lutheran Church, all of Manhattan, and the Brighton Heights Reformed 
Dutch Church on Staten Island. Also moved multiple times were the remains in the burial vaults 
on the grounds of the Convent of the Sacred Heart in northern Manhattan and the remains from 
the prison ship burials along the Brooklyn waterfront.  
In some cases, grave relocation may have been simply ceremonial, depending on the extent 
of decomposition of the body within the grave and the ability to identify and transfer the remains 
of any one individual. In many cases, it was reported that the relocated graves contained nothing 
176
23
23
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Chart 8-3: Disinterment Status of Obliterated Cemeteries
Removed Possibly Removed Partially Removed or Stones Removed Not Removed Unknown
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but dust, including the relocated vaults at the Eighteenth Street Methodist Church in Manhattan 
(Daily Graphic 1886). When the vaults of Saint Luke’s Church in Manhattan were emptied, the 
majority were in an advanced state of decay, with the most well-preserved being mahogany coffins 
situated on the floor surface of the vault (New York Herald 1890a). The grim nature of relocating 
burials from within vaults, where remains from stacked coffins were frequently co-mingled as 
coffin wood decays and coffin structures collapsed, was observed during the archaeological 
investigation of the Spring Street church site (URS and AKRF 2008). For those remains that were 
relocated multiple times, less and less physical matter would have been present for each relocation. 
When the remains from the Bloomingdale Reformed Dutch Church were first moved in 1883, 121 
bodies were accounted for (New York Tribune 1905). When moved again in 1905, the coffins had 
decomposed, leaving only “the remnants of the coffins and of the bodies…mingles, forming a heap 
of dust and human bones” (ibid:7). 
Disinterment grew increasingly difficult not only with each relocation episode, but also as 
more and more time passed since the initial interment. Though it was presumably easier to locate 
and remove remains from burial vaults when excavation wasn’t required, it was not necessarily a 
safe or reliable task. The son of the sexton assisting with the removal of remains from the 18th 
Street Methodist Church vaults reportedly fainted and suffered a permanent loss of his sense of 
smell following the removal of bodies from the vaults (Windmüller 1898:215). With increased 
time and decomposition, it may have been less difficult to remove remains, but there was also less 
that needed to be removed. In 1905, when the remains from the Reformed Dutch Church of 
Bloomingdale near the intersection of West 68th Street and Broadway were relocated for the 
second time (the first reinterment occurred on-site), all that remained of the bodies first relocated 
in 1886 was “a heap of dust and human bones” (New York Tribune 1905:7). These remains were 
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removed to an unknown location, presumably a rural cemetery, the final destination for most of 
the other cemeteries moved more than once. The Zion Church was originally established in 1801 
as a Lutheran Church at the corner of Mott and Cross (now Mosco) Streets before its pastor and 
all of its congregants converted to Protestant Episcopalism nine years later (Clarkson 1894:1–12). 
The remains in the church’s vaults were removed to a vault in the congregation’s new house of 
worship at the intersection of East 38th Street and Madison Avenue in 1854 (Evening Post 1854). 
When the remains were relocated to the Trinity Church Cemetery and Mausoleum in 1890, what 
was left of the bodies of an estimated 300 to 400 parishioners were placed in just seventeen metal 
coffins (New York Herald 1890b). Perhaps due to the unpleasant nature of the removal, the church 
attempted to keep the relocation “a profound secret” (New York Herald 1890b:17).  
Zion Church’s attempt at secrecy may also have been intended to stave off the controversy 
that surrounded the relocation of many other church burial grounds. The remains from most family 
cemeteries were relocated by family members. Similarly, private institutions were responsible for 
the relocation of the remains of those who had died within their care. As described in the previous 
chapter, the removal of public cemeteries and potter’s fields was often encouraged by regular 
citizens, especially those residing in the vicinity. However, descendants of persons interred in 
religious or public burial grounds appear to have lacked both agency and rights when it came to 
the removal of potter’s fields, and the remains of their ancestors were not always removed with 
their blessing. As described in Chapter 2, New York State enacted a law in 1842 requiring three-
fourths of a congregation to agree to remove a religious burial ground before remains could be 
disinterred. However, such removals were not always widely welcomed, leading to outcries from 
congregants and, on occasion, even legal action.  
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For many cemeteries in this data set for which remains were relocated, advertisements were 
placed in local newspapers so as to provide the family and friends of the deceased an opportunity 
to remove the remains of their loved ones to other cemeteries. Depending on the age of the 
cemetery, some remains went unclaimed due to the lack of descendants or other stakeholders 
coming forward to remove them. Other descendants chose to allow the church to bear the financial 
burden of the removal. This was true in the case of one man who “abandoned the skeleton of his 
own father” in the Methodist Society Cemetery in Manhattan “because the skull seemed too small, 
and the charge for separate burial too large” (Windmüller 1898:213). Unclaimed bodies were then 
removed to a central location (often a rural cemetery or other religious institution cemetery) by the 
religious organization responsible for the burial ground. As a result of this process, the bodies 
within a cemetery were often relocated to multiple cemeteries depending on the wishes of 
individual families, although only unclaimed/abandoned remains or those for which descendants 
chose to allow houses of worship to make such decisions appear to have been moved en masse to 
a new burial site purchased by the religious organization.  
The Abandoned Dead 
At least 26 cemeteries within the data set for this study (8 percent of obliterated cemeteries) 
are known to have been redeveloped without the removal of human remains buried within. As 
previously mentioned, remains within 23 additional cemeteries were only partially removed, in 
some cases with only the tombstones being relocated to safe spaces. It is assumed that remains 
within a number of the 84 cemeteries for which the relocation status of remains is unknown were 
also abandoned in place following the obliteration of cemeteries. Many of the cemeteries for which 
remains were never removed were later impacted by construction activities decades or centuries 
following the deaths of those interred within.  
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The abandonment of human remains was not always a conscious choice. It was heavily 
influenced by socio-economic status, as the relocation of a cemetery required the means not only 
to control the ownership of the original burial site to facilitate legal exhumation, but also to acquire 
new burial space and fund the disinterment and reinterment and all associated costs (new coffins, 
labor, transportation, permits, etc.). Many of those cemeteries for which it has been documented 
that no disinterment occurred were associated with public welfare institutions (35 percent) or 
cemeteries associated with enslaved persons or persons of African or Native American descent (15 
percent). It would have been increasingly difficult for the descendants of the enslaved and the 
indigent to ensure the relocation of the remains of their ancestors (see Chapter 5 for a discussion 
of the legal ownership of such cemeteries). Other remains were abandoned because of a lack of 
stakeholders to ensure that their bodies were removed when sites were redeveloped. Within the 
data set, these included long-forgotten family cemeteries or church cemeteries.  
THE FLIGHT TO RURAL CEMETERIES 
Of those cemeteries within the data set for which information regarding relocation is 
known, all or some of the remains from approximately 54 percent of fully or partially obliterated 
cemeteries were reinterred in a rural cemetery (see Chart 8-4). The Rural Cemetery Movement 
therefore appears to have had a profound effect on the relocation of cemeteries in New York City. 
Once vast burial parks were established, they presented families and houses of worship with an 
easy alternative to maintaining independent cemeteries, which required significant financial and 
spatial investments for perpetual care. Rural cemeteries were not only fashionable and considered 
to be less detrimental to public health, but they were appealing because it was believed that they 
would be maintained in perpetuity, offering a perceived opportunity for infinite rest (Cothran and 
Danylchak 2018:33–128). The pressures to simplify the burial process through the exclusive use 
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of rural cemeteries likely increased in the second half of the century, when land available for burial 
space grew increasingly rare and peak rates of cemetery obliteration occurred. Skyrocketing 
property values would also have provided an incentive for the consolidation of burial grounds 
within larger rural cemeteries so that land formerly used for burials could be sold at a profit. The 
most frequently used relocation sites observed in the data set were among the oldest rural 
cemeteries, including Green-Wood Cemetery in Brooklyn (established 1838); Woodlawn 
Cemetery in the Bronx (1863); and Cypress Hills Cemetery (1848) and the Cemetery of the 
Evergreens (1849) in Queens.  
 
Within the data set, the shift to rural cemeteries appears to have been consistent across all 
cemetery types. Furthermore, the religious affiliation of rural cemeteries does not even appear to 
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have had a significant influence on the choice of reinterment location. In total, 68 percent of the 
obliterated religious cemeteries within the data set for which a reinterment location is known were 
removed to a rural cemetery or had at least some graves that were removed to rural cemeteries (see 
Table 8-3 and Chart 8-5). Of those, remains from 67 percent were moved either fully or partially 
to a non-sectarian rural cemetery while the rest were reinterred in rural cemeteries established by 
religious institutions. With respect to different religions, the remains from Catholic and Jewish 
cemeteries were more consistently relocated to religious rural cemeteries. 
Table 8-3: Relocation of Remains in Religious Cemeteries 
Relocated to: 
Relocated From: 
Total: House of 
Worship 
Religious 
Institution 
Religious Rural Cemetery 11 13 24 
Non-Sectarian Rural Cemetery 33 17 50 
Non-Rural Religious Institution Cemetery 5 6 11 
House of Worship Cemetery 14 1 15 
Multiple Type, Including Rural 5 2 7 
Multiple Type, Not Including Rural 0 1 1 
Remains Not Removed 6 1 7 
Potter's Field 1 0 1 
Other 3 1 4 
Unknown 20 17 37 
Total: 98 59 157 
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THE WALKING DEAD 
For the most part, reinterment locations were in somewhat close proximity to the original 
burial locations (see Chart 8-6). Of those obliterated cemeteries for which remains were 
confirmed to have been reburied elsewhere, 49 percent were relocated within the same borough as 
the original burial location. The bodies from 3 percent of these cemeteries were reinterred on the 
same site following their initial disinterment. The remains within at least 16 cemeteries (9 percent) 
were identified as having been relocated to multiple burial grounds, including those inside and 
outside the boroughs of origin. For 7 percent of the cemeteries for which remains were relocated, 
bodies were removed to burial grounds outside of the modern boundaries of New York City, all 
but one of which were located in either suburban Westchester County or northern New Jersey. The 
remaining cemetery was the Hunter family burial ground in the Bronx, which was partially 
removed to Beechwoods Cemetery in New Rochelle, Westchester County and partially removed 
to a family plot in South Carolina (Raftery 2016).  
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 As shown in Chart 8-6, the remains from at least 62 cemeteries (33 percent of cemeteries 
where remains were relocated) were moved from one borough of New York City to another. By 
1859, the volume of bodies transferred through Manhattan had grown so large that the City 
Inspector, under the jurisdiction of the Board of Health, introduced new permitting requirements 
for the transfer of human remains through the borough (Hilton 2018). Known as the “Bodies in 
Transit” register, these permits were issued through at least 189473 and recorded a variety of 
information about the deceased, including name; age; geographic origin; place, date, and cause of 
death; and reinterment location (ibid). Indeed, the number of cemeteries where remains were 
relocated from Manhattan to other boroughs was far higher than any other inter-borough 
reinterment sites and it is the only borough for which documented reinterment occurred in each of 
the other boroughs. Of the 45 Manhattan cemeteries where remains were relocated to other 
boroughs, the remains from 28 (62 percent) were reinterred in Queens; the remains from eight 
cemeteries (18 percent) were reinterred in Brooklyn; the remains from eight cemeteries (18 
percent) were reinterred in the Bronx; and the remains from one (2 percent) was reinterred in Staten 
Island. Manhattan is also the only borough to which no remains were relocated from other 
boroughs. Additional analysis of the relocation patterns of Manhattan’s cemeteries is presented in 
the following section.  
In comparison to the high volume of cemeteries removed from Manhattan, the remains 
from only one of Staten Island’s obliterated cemeteries were transferred outside of that borough. 
In 1886, the remains from the burial ground on the site of Fort Wadsworth along the island’s 
eastern coast were transferred to Cypress Hills Cemetery in Queens (Quartermaster General 
 
73 Ledger books in the “Bodies in Transit” series at the Municipal Archives end in 1894. However, the New York City 
Department of Health continues to have permitting requirements for the transfer of human remains from one site to 
another in New York City (LPC 2018).  
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1887:122). Similarly, the remains in only one cemetery were relocated to Staten Island. The data 
set shows that the Moravian (United Brethren) Church maintained at least four cemetery sites in 
Manhattan. The remains from the religious institution’s cemetery on Pell Street were relocated to 
its cemetery on Orchard Street in 1816, and the remains from the Orchard Street cemetery were 
relocated to Moravian Cemetery in 1871 (Stocker 1922:205, 288). The remains from the 
churchyard of the First Moravian Church on Fulton Street were relocated to a vault at a new church 
on East Houston Street in 1845 and may also have been removed to Moravian Cemetery on Staten 
Island when that church was demolished in 1867, although this removal is unconfirmed (Stocker 
1922:243). Though now non-sectarian, the Moravian Cemetery on Staten Island was founded as a 
religious cemetery on Staten Island in 1763 and was later incorporated as a rural cemetery in 1842 
and expanded in the 1860s (Salmon 2006:103). As the only rural cemetery established by the 
United Brethren Church, it may have been the only appropriate destination for remains affiliated 
with that religious institution. The lack of the removal of cemeteries with other religious or group 
affiliations to Staten Island may therefore have been the result of a wider variety of religious or 
non-sectarian options open in the other, more accessible boroughs. Staten Island therefore appears 
to have remained relatively insular with respect to the relocation of remains both on and off the 
island, presumably due to its geographic isolation.  
Of the nine cemeteries in the data set where remains were relocated from other boroughs 
to the Bronx, the remains from all but one were disinterred from sites in Manhattan and reinterred 
at Woodlawn, one of the largest rural cemeteries in New York City. The remains from the 
remaining cemetery were transferred from Queens to the City Cemetery/potter’s field on Hart 
Island. Woodlawn was also one of the most common destinations for relocated remains from 
cemeteries from within the borough of the Bronx as well as for those that were relocated to multiple 
 265 
sites from cemeteries originally located in the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Manhattan. Of the 28 
cemeteries in the data set where remains were removed from sites in the Bronx for which 
reinterment locations are known, the remains from one (4 percent) were reinterred in Brooklyn; 
one (4 percent) was reinterred on the same property; five (18 percent) were reinterred outside New 
York City; five (18 percent) were reinterred in multiple cemeteries; and sixteen (57 percent) were 
transferred within the borough. Bronx cemeteries therefore appear to have largely remained within 
the borough or transferred to in adjacent Westchester County, while a smaller number of Bronx 
cemeteries included remains that were relocated to Brooklyn.  
Queens appears to have been the borough that was the most overwhelmingly popular 
location for the reinterment of remains from obliterated cemeteries across all of New York City. 
In total, 66 percent of the cemeteries where remains were relocated from one borough to another 
were transferred to cemeteries situated in Queens. The remains from only three of Queens’ 
obliterated cemeteries were reinterred in sites located outside of the borough, including the 
previously referenced cemetery reinterred at the City Cemetery/potter’s field on Hart Island. 
Remains from the other two cemeteries were transferred to Brooklyn. These included remains from 
the military cemetery at Fort Totten, which were reinterred at Cypress Hills National cemetery at 
the Brooklyn/Queens border and the Mott family cemetery (Brooklyn Times Union 1902), which 
were reinterred at the Prospect Park Friends cemetery in 1950 (Harris 1905:281), which was then 
and remains the only active Quaker cemetery in New York City. As with Moravian Cemetery, the 
general lack of National and Quaker cemeteries in New York City may have made it impossible 
to find reinterment locations for these sites within Queens. 
Patterns of cemetery relocation in Brooklyn were shown to be similar to that of Queens, 
though in smaller numbers. While only 18 percent of remains relocated from one borough to 
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another were brought to cemeteries in Brooklyn, many of the Queens cemeteries used for 
reinterment include property that extends into Brooklyn, including Cypress Hills Cemetery and 
Cemetery of the Evergreens. Of the eleven cemeteries for which remains were brought to Brooklyn 
for reinterment, most were reburied in either Green-Wood or Cypress Hills National Cemetery, 
with the latter receiving most of the reburials associated with military cemeteries in New York 
City. Most of the relocated remains from Brooklyn’s cemeteries (representing 60 percent of those 
cemeteries for which reinterment information is known) remained within the borough. Of those 
removed to cemeteries outside Brooklyn, the remains from 75 percent were reinterred in Queens, 
with Cypress Hills and Cemetery of the Evergreens receiving the most reburials. Of the remaining 
25 percent, the remains in one homestead cemetery associated with the Meserole family were 
relocated to a family plot in Westchester County (New York Sun 1879); the remains from one was 
reinterred on the site of its original interment; and the remains from two cemeteries were 
transferred to multiple sites representing a variety of cemeteries in both Queens and Brooklyn.  
CEMETERY RELOCATION PATTERNS IN MANHATTAN 
As discussed in the previous section, cemetery relocation patterns in Manhattan were 
significantly different from that of the other boroughs, with a greater number of cemeteries moved 
out of the borough and no human remains brought into Manhattan for reburial in large numbers. 
The research completed for this study indicates that the pattern of relocation in Manhattan was 
guided strongly by legal restrictions on burial, land values, and the public conception of health and 
hygiene.  
Influence of Burial Bans in the Determination of Cemetery Locations 
As noted previously, cemetery relocation and placement within Manhattan was clearly 
linked to that borough’s increasingly strict bans on burial. As the limits of the cemetery ban were 
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pushed further north, cemetery establishment—largely tied to the disinterment and reinterment of 
cemeteries in new locations—similarly expanded to the north. As explained in Chapter 2, three 
major burial bans occurred on the island: 1) south of Canal/Grand Street in 1823; 2) south of 14th 
Street in 1838; and 3) south of 86th Street in 1851.74 The number of cemeteries established within 
New York County (including islands adjacent to Manhattan) following each ban decreased 
significantly, with 33 cemeteries in the data set established between 1823 and 1837; 25 cemeteries 
established between 1838 and 1850; and 14 cemeteries established after 1851. The distribution of 
these cemeteries relative to the burial ban limits is shown on Figure 25 and the relocation of 
cemeteries within Manhattan Island alone is shown on Figure 26. Although there is ample 
evidence that illicit use of cemetery sites continued after bans on burials in certain areas (see 
Chapters 2 and 5), it appears clear that the enforcement of the burial bans had a significant effect 
on both the establishment of new cemeteries and the relocation of cemeteries in banned areas. The 
only cemeteries that appear to have been established within the banned areas are those for which 
special dispensation was granted for continued use despite the bans, including reinterment 
locations.  
As shown on Figure 25, the 1823 ban appears to have been the most successful in bringing 
about change in burial practices. No new cemeteries were established south of the burial ban line 
between its passage and 1851. Of the 33 cemeteries established in New York County between 
1823 and 1837, sixteen (48 percent) were situated between the ban limit on Canal and Grand 
Streets and 14th Street, the northern limit of the 1838 ban. Only three cemeteries were established 
south of 14th Street between 1828 and 1851, all of which were on the grounds of  
 
74 An earlier ban beneath a portion of Canal Street was passed in 1804; however, this appears to have been less 
impactful than the 1823 ban, which was located only a short distance to the north. As such the 1823 ban is utilized for 
the remainder of this analysis. 
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religious houses of worship. One of these, the First German Methodist Episcopal Church near the 
intersection of East 2nd Street and Avenue C, reportedly constructed their vault without knowing 
that burials in the area had been banned (Commercial Advertiser 1843). The City granted the 
church special permission to continue to use the vaults given the financial investment that the 
church had made to allow for their construction (Board of Assistants 1843:146). Two of the other 
locations represented not newly established cemeteries, but relocated remains that were removed 
from houses of worship originally situated south of the burial ban line that were later relocated 
when congregations moved uptown. These include the previously-discussed First Moravian 
Church’s second location, and the First Presbyterian Church on Fifth Avenue, which received the 
remains from the First Presbyterian Church on Wall Street following that church’s demolition 
(New York Geographical and Biographical Record 1949).  
Six burial grounds were established on Manhattan Island south of the 1851 ban line along 
86th Street after that ban went into effect.75 Each of these burial locations appears to have been 
established as a public monument or was an otherwise ceremonial burial place that appears to have 
granted it special consideration despite the legal restrictions on burial in the area. This includes 
remains the previously-discussed reburial site for the African Burial Ground (see Chapter 5) and 
the second location of the Zion Church (discussed above). These cemeteries established after 1851 
also include burial vaults in use at houses of worship only for members of clergy, including at the 
Church of the Most Holy Redeemer on East 3rd Street (in use 1852 through 1941) (Findagrave.com 
n.d. f); the crypt at Saint Patrick’s Cathedral in midtown (established 1883 and still used 
occasionally) (Schlossberg 2015); and the Church of Saint Paul the Apostle on the Upper West 
 
75 Additional burial grounds were established on the other islands within New York County after 1851, including on 
Governors Island and on Randall’s and Wards Islands, as shown on Figure 25. This discussion focuses only on those 
remains interred on the island of Manhattan.  
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Side (established 1876 and in use through 1967) (Findagrave.com n.d. a). Finally, as discussed in 
Chapter 5, the remains of General William Jenkins Worth were moved from Green-Wood 
Cemetery and reinterred beneath a monument erected in his honor in Worth Square, established 
west of what is now Madison Square Park in 1857 (NYC Parks n.d. b).  
 With respect to the relocation of remains following burial bans, that portion of the deceased 
population that remained within Manhattan appears to have followed the living population as it 
shifted northward along the island (see Figure 26). While the remains from most burial grounds 
were reinterred outside Manhattan, the remains from twenty-four cemeteries were reinterred on 
the island, including two cemeteries where remains were reinterred on the same site following 
their initial removal. Of the twenty-two cemeteries where bodies were transferred to other 
properties, all but six (73 percent) were moved to a site further to the north. Remains from three 
of the sites that were moved in non-northward directions were relocated prior to the 1823 ban and 
the reinterment locations were presumably selected for convenience rather than by legal 
restrictions on burial places. Two of the other relocations that were not in a northerly direction 
involved the transfer of the remains of President Ulysses S. Grant from a temporary tomb a short 
distance south to the permanent memorial on the Upper West Side (see Figure 19B, Image A) and 
the relocation of the burial vault of the Convent of the Sacred Heart, relocated to the southwest 
within the convent’s campus. Both of these relocation sites are far north of 86th Street/the 1851 
ban limit. Similarly, in 1831, the Christ Evangelical Lutheran Church in Lower Manhattan 
requested permission to reinter the remains from the church in the adjacent Rose Street burial 
ground, located approximately 66 feet to the southeast (CCCNY 1917 19:523). The reinterment 
location was south of the 1823 burial ban line; however, the transfer may have been permitted 
given the short distance between the two burial sites as well as the church’s promise to only remove 
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the remains of individuals that had been dead for 40 to 50 years or more (CCCNY 1917 19:577). 
The remains from the Rose Street burial ground were later removed to the German Evangelical 
Church of Saint Matthew Cemetery in 1838, located to the north of the 1823 burial ban line but 
south of the 14th Street ban line enacted the year the remains were moved (New York Spectator 
1839). Finally, the Kip family cemetery was moved to the south in the early 1830s, when the 
remains from that cemetery—the exact location of which is unknown—were transferred to the 
Marble Cemetery (New York Times 1875b). As described in Chapter 2, the two Marble 
Cemeteries were also given special permission from the City to remain in operation following the 
1838 ban on burials south of 14th Street.  
 After 1851, the majority of the intra-Manhattan relocation of remains from cemeteries were 
transferred to the Trinity Church Cemetery and Mausoleum near the intersection of West 155th 
Street and Broadway (see Figure 26). The remains in five cemeteries were relocated to that burial 
ground from points south of 86th Street, the remains from four of which were reinterred after 1851. 
The remains from two cemetery sites were relocated to locations within the banned area following 
1851, including the previously-discussed reinterment of the remains from the first location of the 
Zion Church to a vault beneath a new church on 38th Street in 1854 and later relocated to Trinity 
Cemetery in 1890. The second reburial south of the 1851 ban line occurred in 1855, when remains 
from a portion of the First Shearith Israel Cemetery were transferred to the Third Shearith Israel 
Cemetery on 21st Street after a portion of the former burial ground was seized by the city for the 
construction of what is now Saint James Place (Pool 1952).  
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CHAPTER 9:  
THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION OF CEMETERIES IN NEW YORK 
CITY 
THE PRACTICE OF URBAN ARCHAEOLOGY IN NEW YORK CITY 
This chapter summarizes archaeology’s role in studying the cemeteries that make up New 
York City’s deathscape. It also includes a synthesis of archaeology’s contribution to cemetery 
studies in the region and an assessment of how archaeology can be used to better understand New 
York City’s deathscape moving forward. 
As described in Chapter 3, much of the archaeological work that is done in New York 
City is done under the auspices of CRM. This has been the case largely since the passage of several 
pieces of federal legislation, including the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”) of 1966, 
National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) of 1969, and the Archaeological and Historic 
Preservation Act (“AHPA”) of 1974. With the passage of these laws, archaeology and 
archaeological sites became recognized as something worthy of legislative protection. These acts 
were passed during a time of increasing concern regarding the environment as well as urban 
renewal and planning (Powell 1962:581; Rothschild and Wall 2014:25–26). With the passage of 
these laws, Federal agencies were required to conduct archaeological investigations prior to the 
construction of new development projects, resulting in “hundreds of archaeological investigations 
in the cities of New England, New York, and New Jersey” by the early 1970s (Salwen 1978: 454).  
Urban archaeological investigations tend to be far more expensive than traditional 
archaeological excavations, largely because of the need for heavy machinery in order to penetrate 
paved ground surfaces and work through the subsurface infrastructure that is common in cities to 
access buried (sometimes deeply buried) sites (Staski 2008:6; Rothschild and Wall 2014:26). The 
passage of legislation making archaeology mandatory provided funding for urban archaeology and 
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lifted a significant barrier to the field. As a result of these three key events, urban archaeology was 
both legitimized and professionalized between the 1950s and the 1970s, resulting in dramatic 
changes to both archaeological theory and practice in the northeastern United States and in New 
York City in particular (Powell 1962:582; Salwen 1978:454).  
The first major urban archaeology projects tended to be salvage archaeology efforts 
associated with the new environmental and historic preservation legislation passed in the 1960s 
and 1970s (Powell 1962; Salwen 1973; Salwen 1978). The investigations took extended periods 
of time, were more expensive than traditional archaeological excavations, and were more 
complicated given complications with site access and safety, existing disturbance, looting, 
community disruption, and the public perception that certain types of archaeological sites may not 
be of value (Dickens and Bowen 1980; Staski 1982; Staski 2008). Over time, urban archaeologists 
became increasingly trained in historical archaeology and gradually adopted the necessary skills 
to identify and interpret historical material culture recovered from urban contexts (Staski 1982:98). 
These skills included new documentary research techniques, as a key component of urban 
archaeology is the completion of extended, thorough documentary research as part of the 
archaeological investigation (Salwen 1978:456).  
The research focuses of early urban archaeological investigations in the northeast were 
largely centered on cultural history, ethnicity, and urban development, and were done through the 
scientific lens of Processualism (Staski 1982:99–102). However, reports summarizing the early 
investigations of these academic institutions were rarely published and in the 1970s and 1980s, 
and there was a “dearth of meaningful theoretical and methodological tools” governing the 
archaeology being completed in northeastern cities (Garrow 1984:91). Indeed, the theoretical 
approach to early urban archaeology does seem to be conflicted, as archaeologists of the time 
 275 
struggled to find a “problem-based” approach to salvage archaeology (Foley 1967; Noble 1979; 
Salwen 1978). Lewis Binford, who is commonly associated with the rise of Processualism, 
believed that salvage archaeology projects did not place sufficient emphasis on research design 
(Goodyear, et al. 1978:159). It was thought that archaeology intended to salvage artifacts in the 
face of imminent destruction simply could not answer archaeological research questions and could 
only provide information on the history of a given site (Salwen 1978:458). These early 
presumptions that salvage archaeology could not answer broader archaeological questions were 
invalidated in the last decades of the 20th century. During this time, CRM practitioners were able 
to show that while the goal of their efforts was not to solve specific archaeological questions, 
through CRM, archaeologists are able to prevent the disturbance of archaeological sites (Elston 
1992:39). Through the extensive background research completed for urban archaeological 
investigations, archaeologists can in fact identify the research areas that would be relevant to a 
given development site, rather than seeking out project sites based on specific research questions. 
With respect to cemetery sites, such research is critical to ensure the protection of human remains 
on development sites and has been influential in providing insight into the changes that have 
occurred to New York City’s deathscape.  
This transition away from problem-based archaeology occurred at the same time as the 
advancement of archaeological theory associated with the investigation of race, ethnicity, gender, 
and class. Significant advancements were made in these areas in urban archaeological work done 
in New York City through both CRM and academic archaeological investigations. For example, 
the excavation of the African Burial Ground in Lower Manhattan in the early 1990s revolutionized 
the way that race is interpreted through archaeology and gave a new voice to a racialized 
population that had been poorly represented in the historic record (LaRoche and Blakey 1997). 
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The excavations at the Five Points Site in the 1990s changed the view of impoverished Irish 
Americans living in New York in the 19th century (Yamin 1997). Diana diZerega Wall found new 
insight into the lives of middle-class women living in Manhattan in the mid-19th century, changing 
the way that gender roles are perceived and identifying the agency of women in the archaeological 
record (Wall 1994). Finally, Nan A. Rothschild analyzed how space and social 
relationships/activities interacted to identify the materiality of urban space and the impacts of 
capitalism within 18th century Manhattan neighborhoods in a work first published in 1990 
(Rothschild 2008).  
By the 1980s, private archaeology companies had largely replaced those associated with 
academic institutions, and as the CRM industry grew, contract archaeology became increasingly 
distant from academic archaeology (Goodby 1994).76 While some academic archaeology 
continues to occur in New York City (e.g., Bankoff and Winter 1987; Wall, et al. 2004; Wall, et 
al. 2008), CRM represents the majority of the archaeological work that is completed in New York 
and in most northeastern American cities. CRM “has come to play a vital role in American and 
international archaeology,” (Rothschild 2008:ix); it is an “unquestioned boon to archaeology, 
particularly to historical archaeology” (Orser 1997:246); and it serves as the “dominant form of 
research, especially in urban settings where development is intense and impacts are constant” 
(Staski 1982:119). Despite the benefits that CRM has brought to archaeology, it has been criticized 
for its “dearth of theoretical and methodological contributions” to the broader archaeological 
community (Goodyear, et al. 1979:160). However, it has also been stated that due to its better 
 
76 Of the local universities that maintained departments that conducted salvage archaeology investigations, nearly all 
were closed or were converted into private, for-profit institutions by the 1980s (Goodby 1994). The Institute for Long 
Island Archaeology (“ILIA”) at Stony Brook University, part of the State University of New York (“SUNY”) was 
among the only academic organizations in the New York Metropolitan Area that was still participating in CRM 
investigations until it was closed down in 2014. Similar work is still conducted by the State University of New York 
at Binghamton’s Public Archaeology Facility. 
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funding and more prolific body of literature, where such literature is publicly accessible, CRM is 
actually in a more “advantageous position to develop and find the resources to test comprehensive 
theories and models of human behavior” (ibid). Variations in how CRM is practiced in New York 
City and the northeastern United States affect how well CRM is able to test such theories and 
provide information regarding past cultures. However, it has become clear that the subsurface 
investigation of burial sites in New York City is clearly tied to CRM. 
CRM in New York City Today 
At the city level, new development projects are reviewed through the New York City 
Environmental Quality Review (“CEQR”) process. The LPC is the only City agency with 
archaeologists on staff and serves as the reviewing agency for archaeological projects that are 
subject to CEQR. For projects involving state agencies or state funding, archaeological resources 
are protected under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (“SEQRA”) and the New York 
State Historic Preservation Act of 1980. Review of archaeological work at the state level is 
overseen by archaeologists at NYSOPRHP. Federal projects in New York State are also overseen 
by NYSOPRHP, acting under the auspices of the NYSHPO. 
Archaeological investigations that are completed pursuant to environmental review 
legislation are typically conducted in three phases. Due to the densely developed urban 
environment in which New York City is located, the first phase of work is often conducted in two 
parts. The first part, known as a Phase 1A Archaeological Documentary Study, involves the 
extensive background research required in urban archaeology to identify the prehistoric and 
historic period occupation and development of a given site. If a Phase 1A concludes that there are 
undisturbed areas of archaeological sensitivity, a Phase 1B field investigation will be completed. 
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A Phase 1B survey typically involves field testing or archaeological monitoring across a sample 
of the site to determine the presence or absence of archaeological resources.  
For sites where archaeological resources are present, a Phase 2 archaeological investigation 
will be conducted to determine the archaeological resources’ vertical and horizontal limits and to 
determine if they are historically significant. Significance is typically defined as eligibility for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. If a site is determined to be significant, it will 
either be avoided, or, if that is not possible, a Phase 3 Data Recovery will be completed to mitigate 
any archaeological impacts to a site and a development project will be allowed to continue.  
ARCHAEOLOGY’S ROLE IN THE DOCUMENTATION OF CEMETERIES IN NEW YORK 
CITY 
Archaeological investigations completed as part of modern CRM projects have resulted in 
the collection of a significant amount of data regarding New York City’s cemeteries. Of the 527 
cemetery sites included in this data set, at least 99 have been the subject of a modern archaeological 
investigation. These cemetery sites include four in the Bronx; 17 in Brooklyn; 47 in Manhattan; 
19 in Queens; and 12 in Staten Island (see Appendix 1).77 The higher number of cemetery sites 
studied by modern archaeologists in Manhattan is in part presumed to be the result of both the 
higher number of cemetery sites in that borough—as discussed previously, 31 percent of the sites 
included in the data set for this study were located in Manhattan. It is likely also linked to the 
higher number of development projects in that borough, resulting to a greater need for 
archaeological inquiry. The vast majority of these studies of cemetery sites have involved Phase 
 
77 These represent best estimates of the number of studies of cemeteries using the limited search functions provided 
by the LPC and NYSOPRHP archaeological report databases. Furthermore, these results represent only the number 
of individual cemeteries that have been studied and does not reflect the fact that some cemeteries have been the subject 
of multiple studies. 
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1A Documentary Studies and therefore have involved only research and not invasive testing. These 
research studies are typically designed to identify the boundaries of the burial grounds known or 
suspected to have been located on a development site through an examination of historical maps, 
property records, and other documentary sources as well as to assess subsequent development and 
disturbance to identify areas that may be sensitive for human remains, including both graves and 
disarticulated and/or commingled skeletal remains (LPC 2018:52–53).  
While it is officially LPC’s policy to leave primary burials in place wherever possible, 
when development projects cannot be redesigned to avoid the burials, archaeological exhumation 
occurs (LPC 2018:71). While the modern archaeological excavation of burial sites has been less 
common in New York City, several large-scale exhumations have been completed by 
archaeological firms in recent years. Perhaps the largest and most comprehensive was that of the 
African Burial Ground. As has been discussed earlier in this report, that study featured extensive 
bioarchaeological and historical analysis over more than a decade before the remains were later 
symbolically reinterred within what is now a National Monument (Frohne 2015). The second most 
extensive invasive archaeological investigation of a cemetery site in New York City was that of 
the Spring Street Church burial vaults, which has also been discussed throughout this study (URS 
and AKRF 2008). Other large-scale archaeological investigations of cemetery sites have occurred 
throughout New York City, including at the adjacent Hedger-Edwards and West Farms Reformed 
Church cemeteries in the Bronx (HPI 2017a); site of the Tompkinsville Quarantine burial ground 
in Staten Island (HPI 2017b); the Fort Columbus Cemetery on Governors Island (Stone 2017); the 
Washington Square Park Potter’s Field (Geismar 2005); and the United States Navy Yard Hospital 
Cemetery in Brooklyn (Geismar 1999); among others. Studies such as these have involved 
bioarchaeological analysis to a varying extent, as the soil types present in New York City as well 
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as the effects of urban development have resulted in varying levels of osteological preservation, 
rendering such analyses useless at some sites.  
As explained in LPC’s Guidelines for Archaeological Work in New York City as issued in 
2018, a significant concern for CRM projects is the possibility that given the rapid pace of 
development in New York and the lack of environmental review legislation protecting cemeteries 
prior to the late 20th century, redeposited remains from cemeteries may be present on presumably 
disturbed/redeveloped sites, those cemeteries where remains were reported to have been removed, 
or even on neighboring properties and/or in adjacent streetbeds (LPC 2018:52–53). There is also 
a chance that landfill deposits will contain human remains through the intentional or unintentional 
use of soils from burial grounds as fill materials (ibid). In fact, such finds have been documented 
in New York City on multiple occasions. These include the Harlem African Burial Ground in 
Manhattan, where no remains were found within the mapped cemetery boundaries but were 
identified in adjacent fill deposits (AKRF 2016a); in the fill material at the site of the new South 
Ferry Terminal project, where disarticulated remains were found in landfill deposits (AKRF, URS, 
and Linda Stone 2016); and at the Flatbush African Burial Ground, where disarticulated bone and 
tooth fragments were encountered during archaeological testing that now appears to have been 
located largely outside of the mapped boundaries of the cemetery site (HPI 2001a). There have 
even been occasions where testing has confirmed that no remains are present on the site of well-
documented cemeteries, which was the case at the site of the Van Alst family cemetery in Queens 
(Commonwealth Heritage Group 2016).  
Finally, human remains have been unexpectedly encountered on construction sites 
throughout New York City, both on sites that are well-documented as having been cemeteries as 
well as those for which no documented burial use is known. Such discoveries occurred at the 
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previously-discussed Spring Street Church sites; at the Andes Road site on Governors Island 
(Stone 2014); at a location on Greene Street in Manhattan that had formerly been developed with 
a Presbyterian Church but for which no on-site burial ground could be documented78 (AKRF 
2017a); and at the site of the Second African Burial Ground, where human remains were 
encountered outside the mapped boundaries of the cemetery during construction on an adjacent 
property (HPI 2006).  
While less than one-fifth of the cemeteries included in this data set have been studied by 
professional archaeologists in the modern age, those sites that have been the subject of 
archaeological inquiry have contributed significant data to the archaeological record of the region. 
These studies have confirmed the importance of the extensive documentary research that is 
required by reviewing agencies (e.g., LPC) for cemetery sites in New York City. Given the extent 
of urban development in the area, it is crucial that thorough and wide-ranging documentary 
research be completed both to identify additional potentially undocumented cemetery sites and to 
assess the potential vertical and horizontal limits of strata sensitive for human remains. Previous 
archaeological studies have identified the possibility that churches may have maintained poorly 
documented burial vaults that do not appear on historical maps and that can only be documented 
through an extensive review of deeds/property conveyances, church records, newspaper accounts, 
and other documentary sources (e.g., URS and AKRF 2008; Geismar 2005a; Geismar 2017). 
Furthermore, CRM investigations of cemeteries in New York City have proven countless times 
that remains have been left intact despite the transformation of a site from one use to another (e.g., 
Geismar 2005a; URS and AKRF 2008; Howard University African Burial Ground Project 2009; 
 
78 Because no cemetery was confirmed at this site, it is not included in the data set for this study. The remains in 
landfill recovered during the South Ferry project were not associated with an intact burial ground and are similarly 
not included herein.  
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AKRF 2012a; HPI 2017a; MacLean 2017); that cemeteries for which human remains were 
reported to have been removed were not completely removed (HPI 2006); or that disarticulated 
and disturbed human remains can remains on sites despite development (Howard University 
African Burial Ground Project 2009; AKRF 2016a). Therefore, all burial sites where new 
development is proposed, even those that may have been the site of later redevelopment, should 
be archaeologically investigated/researched to determine the extent to which they might retain at 
least some potential to contain human remains with the exception of those for which complete 
removal can be documented (e.g., the emptying of burial vaults).  
The Creation of the Human Remains Sensitivity Map for New York City 
As explained in Chapter 4, one of the goals of this dissertation was to create a sensitivity 
map identifying locations that have the potential to contain human remains associated with historic 
period burial grounds. The maps included in Appendix 2 represent the results of that research 
effort and identify those sites that contain or have contained human burials. The purpose of this 
map is to serve as a research aid to both archaeologists working in the CRM industry as well as 
the reviewing agencies responsible for overseeing archaeological work (e.g., LPC and NYSHPO) 
to better understand the role of cemeteries in New York City’s deathscape. The use of this map 
will allow practitioners working on both sides of the environmental review process to take action 
to protect known burial sites and ensure that additional archaeological investigations are completed 
as necessary to protect human remains from the rapid pace of urban development.  
As described in Chapter 1, the maps included in Appendix 2 are intended to serve as a 
general indicator of redeveloped burial sites that could potentially be sensitive for human remains. 
However, it must be clearly stated that the absence of a cemetery on these maps does not mean 
that the site cannot possibly contain human remains from an undocumented cemetery. In the event 
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that any of these sites would be disturbed by a development project, additional research and an 
archaeological investigation would be required to determine the likelihood that human remains 
may still be present in that location.  
Furthermore, as described previously, certain types of cemeteries are believed to be 
underrepresented in this study as a result of poor documentation, including family cemeteries, 
cemeteries for the enslaved, and burial vaults on the grounds of houses of worship established 
prior to the mid-19th century. As such, archaeologists researching sites that had previously been 
developed with farms—especially those that operated using the forced labor of enslaved persons— 
should be mindful of the possibility that a homestead cemetery or cemeteries may have been 
present. Similarly, for houses of worship that were established before the mid-19th century (or 
specifically before the years of burial bans in the urban portions of Brooklyn and Manhattan), 
efforts should be made to confirm that burial vaults were not located on the church property. A 
review of church records (where available) and property records is critical to such analysis. 
Similarly, a review of property records and historical conveyances would be useful for any site to 
confirm that stand-alone cemeteries were not present on those sites, similar to those Jewish 
cemeteries that were historically placed far from houses of worship.  
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CHAPTER 10:  
“CURSED BE HE THAT MOVES MY BONES:” CONCLUSIONS 
Good friend for Jesus’ sake forebear 
To dig the dust enclosed here; 
Blessed be the man that spares these stones 
And cursed be he that moves my bones. 
—Epitaph on the grave of William Shakespeare 
DEATH AND THE CITY 
New York City’s historic period occupation was initiated more than four centuries ago. At 
least 527 burial sites were established within New York City between the early 17th century and 
the late 20th century. Hundreds more likely existed, including the unmarked, unrecognized graves 
of early settlers; enslaved persons; unmapped burial vaults; and others whose burial locations were 
for various reasons never memorialized in the documentary record. The cultural importance of 
cemeteries is well established and burial grounds are known to represent the identities of both the 
deceased population and the living cultural groups that were responsible for their interment (see 
Chapter 1). The variety of burial spaces in New York City is as diverse as the city itself, 
representing different individual and group identities influenced by varying ethnic and geographic 
origins; socio-economic status; religion; and other factors. This study resulted in the identification 
of dozens of cemetery types and sub-types, representing the wide-ranging population that occupied 
the increasingly urban center of New York as it grew into one of the world’s largest metropolises 
(see Chapter 5). No previous studies had used the lens of historical archaeology to examine the 
specific role of individual cemeteries and the use/re-use of land for burial space in the evolution 
of the larger deathscape across the five boroughs of New York City. Furthermore, the majority of 
previous analyses of New York City’s cemeteries have focused on them as they currently exist 
rather than on how they were used to help established, maintain, and transform the deathscape over 
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time and across space. This study therefore provides a unique view of New York City’s burial 
grounds and an examination of the social forces that resulted in the establishment, preservation, 
and obliteration of cemeteries with influences from bodies of theory associated with historical 
archaeology, urban archaeology, mortuary archaeology, cemeteries studies, and anthropological 
analyses of space and place (see Chapter 3). This chapter draws on those bodies of theory to 
synthesize some aspects of the New York City deathscape as revealed by cemeteries with respect 
to the indefinites of the people interred within it with respect to characteristics such as 
race/ethnicity, gender, and social class. 
To facilitate the analysis completed as part of this study, as many historic period cemeteries 
as could be identified (527) were documented and catalogued according to an assortment of 
variables in order to facilitate the analysis that followed (see Chapter 4 for a discussion of the 
methodologies employed for this study). By comparing and contrasting the hundreds of cemetery 
sites within the data set according to different variables, observations were made regarding the 
cemeteries that have made up New York City’s deathscape over time with respect to their general 
type/affiliation, size, years of use, current status, etc. Furthermore, greater understanding was 
achieved with respect to those social forces that lead to the selective preservation or obliteration 
of cemeteries in New York City. Spatial analysis revealed trends in the deathscape with respect to 
the size and location of cemeteries as well as the relocation of remains in response to social 
pressures encouraging obliteration. Additional analysis was completed in order to understand how 
human remains were transferred—or in some cases, abandoned—throughout the deathscape as 
older cemeteries were destroyed and new ones created. Finally, this study sought to better 
understand the role of archaeology in the identification and documentation of cemeteries in New 
York City as well as the protection of sites considered to be sensitive for human remains. To 
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complete these analytical tasks, the more than 500 cemeteries identified were mapped in a GIS 
database, allowing for the collection of precise measurements (where possible) of each burial 
location and offering an accurate method of observing and analyzing the use and re-use of burial 
space across the city. A complete list of cemeteries and maps of burial locations are included in 
Appendices 1 and 2. The results of this analysis are summarized in the following sections.  
THE CEMETERIES OF NEW YORK CITY 
 The types of cemeteries established throughout New York City follow patterns similar to 
those documented for other regions in America and to a certain extent in Europe between the 17th 
and 20th centuries (Etlin 1984; Sloane 1991; Mytum 2004). Specific to New York City, the 
research completed for this study identified three broad, overlapping phases with respect to the 
types of cemeteries established over time (see Chapter 5). The first phase occurred during the 
colonial era (the 17th century through c. 1750). During this time, burials largely occurred in 
undocumented and unmarked spaces similar to those referred to by Sloane (1991) as “frontier” 
burials; community-based public burial grounds; segregated cemeteries for enslaved persons; 
churchyards; and homestead burying grounds including burial space for both landowners and their 
families and enslaved persons. While frontier burials were certainly present throughout New York 
City, few were marked, documented, or preserved, and therefore such burials are not specifically 
assessed in this study except for those that may have been included within later documented burial 
grounds. The second phase, lasting from c. 1751 through c. 1850, saw a transition to larger 
religious institutional cemeteries in addition to churchyards, which remained in continued use; the 
continued use of homestead cemeteries; and an increase in the number of town and community 
burial grounds. The third phase, occurring largely between c. 1851 and the late 20th century, when 
the most recent cemetery to be established in New York City was opened, saw the transition to 
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massive, elaborately landscaped and park-like rural cemeteries. Many additional cemeteries were 
present in New York City that did not follow specific trends and therefore do not fit into any of 
these three phases, such as public cemeteries and potter’s fields, which were and continue to be 
consistently established, and military cemeteries which tended to be associated with specific 
military conflicts or the long-term occupation of military facilities, such as forts. The modern 
deathscape was formed largely through the establishment of the majority of the city’s rural 
cemeteries in the mid- to late 19th century. Many of these cemeteries remain in active use, and 
fewer than 4.5 percent of all of the cemeteries were established after the turn of the 20th century. 
The deathscape continues to evolve, with an increased focus on cremation and natural burial 
becoming more prominent forces in New York City and the surrounding area (discussed in greater 
detail in Chapters 1 and 5).  
 For this analysis, the cemeteries in New York City were categorized into broad cemetery 
“types” that were assigned to six broader groups based on shared affiliation. The first group 
included frontier burials as described previously. The second group included those that were 
segregated according to perceived race or ethnic origin. These included cemeteries designated only 
for those of African descent, the majority of whom were enslaved, and Native American burial 
places maintained through or created during the historic period.79 The third group was 
characterized by cemeteries exclusive to specific kin networks. These were almost entirely 
homestead cemeteries that were situated on private farms or residential estates prior to the 
urbanization of the five boroughs. The fourth group comprised cemeteries based on shared 
religious affiliation, including those associated with specific houses of worship and larger religious 
 
79 Chapters 1 and 5 include additional discussion of Native American burials and their role in the deathscape before 
and after the colonization of the area by Europeans. While persons of indigenous descent are buried in many of New 
York City’s cemeteries, only those cemeteries dedicated exclusively to Native Americans are discussed separately 
herein. 
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institutions. The fifth group was made up of cemeteries sponsored by municipal or government 
institutions, including town/city cemeteries, military cemeteries, or those on the grounds of public 
hospitals and quarantine facilities, etc. The final group was dedicated to privately-owned 
cemeteries, including those associated with private institutions (e.g., hospitals, orphanages, etc.) 
or non-sectarian burial societies. At least three poorly-documented cemeteries could not be 
assigned to a specific group and were categorized as “unknown.” These broader groups were 
further divided into twenty-three sub-types to provide more specific delineations between different 
cemeteries and to provide a more meaningful platform for comparison as part of the resulting 
analysis (see Chapters 4 and 5).  
Some of these cemetery types and sub-types were far more common than others across the 
five boroughs. Homestead cemeteries associated only with families (as opposed to those for 
enslaved persons) made up more than 26 percent of all the cemeteries documented in New York 
City as part of this study. In comparison, homestead burials associated with both families and 
enslaved persons or only for the enslaved made up less than two percent of New York City’s 
cemeteries. Given the dramatically higher number of family homestead cemeteries and the 
percentage of families that owned slaves prior to emancipation in the early 19th century, this 
appears to suggest that such cemeteries are underrepresented in the documentary record and 
therefore in this study. Religious cemeteries were also prevalent in New York City, making up 
approximately half of all the burial places in the five boroughs. Of the religious cemeteries in the 
data set, nearly 57 percent (or 28 percent of the total data set) were on the grounds of specific 
houses of worship and the remainder were associated with religious institutions on properties that 
were not used for worship. Religious cemeteries were associated with more than fourteen different 
faiths, including African Methodist Episcopal, Baptist, Catholic, Episcopal, Huguenot, Jewish, 
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Lutheran, Methodist Episcopal, Moravian, Presbyterian, Protestant Episcopal, Quaker, Reformed 
Dutch, and Universalist, as well as a number of related religions and religious groups. Private 
cemeteries made up less than seven percent of the data set. More than 79 percent of those burial 
grounds were non-sectarian cemeteries, most of which were large, rural cemeteries. Similarly, 
public cemeteries represented almost 10 percent of the data set, most of which were communal 
town/village cemeteries or potter’s fields, several of which are still active through the present day. 
METHODS OF BURIAL IN NEW YORK CITY 
The research completed for this study shows that over time, the majority of burials in New 
York City have been in-ground inhumations. However, by the start of the 19th century, a 
preference for burial vaults was observed that was especially prevalent among houses of worship 
in the densely developed urban areas of Manhattan and, to a lesser extent, within the boundaries 
of the former City of Brooklyn. Burial vaults were presumably preferred for their overall 
convenience and for the space-saving opportunities they provided in crowded urban areas. With 
vault burials, a greater number of bodies could be placed in a limited amount of space with no 
excavation required and coffins could be stacked and rearranged to meet the needs of the burial 
population. As the obliteration of cemeteries grew increasingly common in the 19th century, vaults 
may also have been preferred because they were easier to empty and relocate than were standard 
graves. Entombment in subsurface vaults fell out of favor following the Rural Cemetery 
Movement in the early to mid-19th century, although many private vaults and above-ground tombs 
are present within many of the city’s rural cemeteries. However, these private tombs are often 
more closely associated with trends in funerary architecture and related to displays of socio-
economic status and less with the economical use of available burial space in a densely packed 
urban environment.  
 290 
While many of the rural cemeteries established in the 19th century remain active and 
continue to serve the burial needs of a city with a population of more than eight million people, 
there is some evidence of a shift towards cremation as the city’s remaining active cemeteries begin 
to run out of usable burial space. This shift towards cremation has been documented across 
America (Sloane 2018). In recent decades, many of New York City’s houses of worship and even 
the larger rural cemeteries have constructed columbaria for the permanent interment of cremated 
remains. These columbaria, though not explicitly included in this study, have allowed for the 
continued use of many historical cemetery sites that have otherwise been out of use for many 
decades. It is perhaps too soon to fully understand the shift towards cremation on the modern 
deathscape of New York City. However, there exists the potential for this transition to have 
profound impacts on the city’s deathscape in the future.  
SEEKING IDENTITY IN NEW YORK CITY’S CEMETERIES 
As discussed in Chapters 1 and 3, part of the archaeological value of cemetery sites lies 
in their ability to provide information regarding the identities of both the mortuary population and 
the living population responsible for their interment. New York City’s residents today represent a 
diverse array of ethnicities/geographic origins and socio-economic statuses. This diversity was 
generated largely by surges of immigration from various countries that occurred throughout the 
19th and 20th centuries. The increasing diversity of the city was incorporated into all aspects of 
the city’s burial grounds from site selection to inclusion/exclusion and preservation/obliteration, 
aspects which changed over time as discussed previously.  
Racial Segregation and Cemeteries in New York City 
Modern population data is linked to a variety of perceived and self-reported racial 
classifications as defined by the United States Census Bureau, including: “white;” “black or 
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African American;” “American Indian and Alaska Native;” “Asian;” “Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander;” “Two or More Races;” “Hispanic of Latino” (United States Census Bureau 
2018). However, until relatively recently, census records simply identified individuals as “white,” 
“black,” “mulatto,” or, occasionally, “Indian.” Census records did not begin to record the country 
of origins of New York City residents until 1850, by which time the Rural Cemetery Movement 
was already well-established. While many of the city’s 17th and 18th century residents were of 
European extraction or were enslaved persons of African descent, a number of the city’s early 
residents were French Huguenot refugees, Sephardic Jews, and Germans (Rosenwaike 1972:6–
13).  
Because of the limited data collected on the race and geographic origin of New York’s 
population before the mid-19th century, the influence of geographic origin/ethnicity on the 
establishment of cemeteries in New York City is not always clear. Geographic origin was often 
linked to specific religions, with ethnically-defined houses of worship and religious groups (e.g., 
the Dutch Reformed Church; Sephardic Jews; the French Huguenot church; the German Catholic 
church, etc.) establishing cemeteries intended for (but not necessarily exclusive to) the burial of 
other members of their faith throughout New York City. Cemeteries on the grounds of houses of 
worship associated with those religions would be expected to contain relatively homogenous burial 
populations, although such cemeteries were may not have been exclusively utilized by members 
of those faiths or by people of the same ethnic affiliation.  
As described in Chapter 5, there are many cemeteries in the data set that suggest that 
strictly-maintained boundaries were established for the burial of people of different races prior to 
the early 19th century. During the period of legalized slavery that ended in 1827, clear distinctions 
were made between cemeteries utilized by persons of European descent and those of African 
 292 
descent. While evidence exists that suggest that the earliest burial grounds in New York City may 
have been used for persons of all perceived races, by the late 17th century, the segregation of burial 
spaces for persons of European and African descent began to be legally enforced. Some enslaved 
and free Africans were interred in communal cemeteries, such as the African Burial ground in 
Lower Manhattan, where they may have retained some autonomy over traditions used during the 
burial process. Others were interred in homestead burials, where they were presumably interred 
by property owners either in separate plots or in proximity to landowner/family burial grounds and 
may not have been able to participate in the interment process for those interred in those burial 
grounds. Even after the end of slavery in New York State and the success of the Rural Cemetery 
Movement in the decades that immediately followed, many of New York’s cemeteries continued 
to remain segregated well into the 20th century (see discussion in Chapter 5). To counteract this, 
several cemeteries were established in the 19th and early 20th centuries for the interment of 
persons of African descent, including burial grounds associated with the AME Church and several 
large non-sectarian rural cemeteries that were founded by African Americans and open to all 
persons regardless of ethnicity or geographic origin.  
Socio-Economic Status and Cemeteries in New York City 
Socio-economic status similarly would have played an important role in the establishment 
and use of cemeteries in New York City for both the living populations responsible for creating 
and maintaining cemeteries and for those who were interred within them. The divisions between 
social classes became more pronounced as the city grew increasingly urban and as its economy 
stratified over time (Burrows and Wallace 1999). This eventually led to the commercialization of 
cemeteries as the cost of burial began to increase (Sloane 1991:128–156). The selection of one’s 
resting place ultimately became dictated by what one could afford or the access to burial places 
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provided by one’s social network. Many larger cemeteries and churchyards maintained separate 
sections for paupers that were often physically separate from the rest of the cemetery. Local 
municipalities had long made accommodations for the burial of those who could not afford to 
purchase a grave and did not have friends or relatives willing to fund their burial. The Almshouse 
in Lower Manhattan had established a cemetery by 1757 for the destitute individuals who perished 
within its walls (Stokes 1915:333). This cemetery was expanded several decades later and would 
eventually be replaced by a series of potter’s fields initially operated by the Almshouse (Sutphin 
and Bankoff 2005). The city’s potter’s fields—one of which continues to operate on Hart Island 
in the Bronx through the present day—have served as the burial places for many millions of New 
Yorkers who died between the late 18th century and the present. The majority of those interred in 
these burial sites were impoverished, but potter’s fields also became the preferred burial location 
of victims of pestilential diseases, still births, and anyone who was unrecognized or unclaimed 
regardless of socio-economic status. Graves in potter’s fields were rarely marked and until 
relatively recently, individual grave locations may not have even been recorded, with coffins 
loaded into massive trenches in the order in which bodies arrived at the cemetery (Bergoffen 
2001b; Geismar 2005a). As potter’s fields and other cemeteries designated for those of low socio-
economic status were among the most commonly obliterated cemetery types, the lack of financial 
means therefore appears to translate into a lack of control over the ability to protect one’s remains.  
Gender and Cemeteries in New York City 
Of the identity categories outlined above, gender has had perhaps the least direct impact 
on the establishment and use of cemeteries in New York City. The only cemeteries that were 
entirely separated by gender appear to have been those associated with religious institutions that 
were also segregated along gender lines, such as cemeteries on the grounds of convents (where 
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only female nuns were typically buried) or monasteries or cathedrals (where only male priests were 
typically buried). Some cemeteries maintained distinct sections for individuals of different genders 
based on cultural or religious influences. Separate sections for adult females, adult males, and 
children were often maintained in Jewish cemeteries; however, the demands of urban burial sites 
appear to have resulted in inconsistent application of such traditions and the blurred boundaries 
between gender-specific burial plots. For example, an analysis of the Silver Lake Cemetery, a 
Jewish burial ground established in Staten Island in 1892, showed that as burial space filled 
rapidly, the cemetery was unable to maintain the divisions between sections designated for 
females, males, and children and the sections quickly began to overlap or were abandoned all 
together as available burial space became increasingly limited and customs changed (AKRF 
2012c).  
CEMETERY OBLITERATION AND PRESERVATION 
As described in Chapters 1 and 7, just as the creation of a grave within a cemetery can 
preserve the identities of both the living and the dead, the obliteration of a cemetery can destroy, 
mask, or conceal those identities. Many factors played a role in the destruction of cemeteries 
throughout New York City’s history, and noticeable patterns were observed in the data set with 
respect to the obliteration of certain types of cemeteries. While cemeteries were destroyed 
consistently throughout New York City’s more than 400-year history, the most cemetery 
obliteration in the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Manhattan occurred in the second half of the 19th century 
and during the first half of the 20th century in Queens and Staten Island. These peak periods of 
obliteration appear to have coincided with increases in urban development and population density 
in each of those boroughs (see Chapters 2 and 7). In total, nearly 63 percent of the cemeteries 
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identified as part of this study were fully obliterated, while an additional four percent were partially 
obliterated.  
As religious and homestead cemeteries were among the most commonly established burial 
grounds in the city, it is perhaps not surprising that they were also the most commonly obliterated 
cemetery types, with more than 72 percent of homestead family cemeteries being fully obliterated, 
along with nearly 67 percent of house of worship cemeteries, and 50 percent of religious institution 
cemeteries. Some cemeteries types were entirely obliterated, including all cemeteries associated 
with enslaved persons, while others were more than three-quarters obliterated, including military 
cemeteries (81.25 percent obliterated); private institutional cemeteries (60 percent obliterated); 
public potter’s fields and almshouses (87.5 percent obliterated); and public hospital and quarantine 
cemeteries (81.82 percent obliterated). Based on estimated/approximated years of use and 
obliteration, 38 percent of the cemeteries that were obliterated had been in use for a period of 25 
years or less and nearly 65 percent of obliterated cemeteries were destroyed within 25 years of the 
last documented burial.80  
Three socio-cultural forces were identified that resulted in the destruction of cemeteries in 
New York City. The first was the influence of the city itself. Hundreds of cemeteries were 
obliterated as a result of the pace of urban life and as development redefined neighborhoods and 
assigned new value to older spaces. Obliteration caused by the urban setting primarily involved 
direct impacts from municipal developments such as the construction of roads and subways in 
what is already a densely developed environment. It was also influenced by legal restrictions on 
human burials. Once land could no longer legally be used as a burial ground, its utility and value 
 
80 These percentages account only for those cemeteries for which such calculations could be made and exclude 
cemeteries for which dates of use or obliteration could not be determined (see Chapter 7 for a more advanced 
discussion).  
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were permanently altered, making it more susceptible to redevelopment. The rapid pace of urban 
development that surged through the 19th century also resulted in the rapid increase in the 
monetary value of land. When paired with changing social norms associated with the Rural 
Cemetery Movement, this resulted in the reclassification of land that was formerly considered 
sacred based largely on its commercial value.  
The second influence contributing to the obliteration of cemeteries involved colonial power 
structures that were established in the 17th century and further developed and reinforced 
throughout the post-colonial period and into the present. These structures often led to the selective 
preservation of cemeteries associated with persons of European descent over those of African 
descent or Native Americans. Furthermore, they resulted in the preservation of cemeteries 
associated with persons of high socio-economic status over those of persons considered to be 
indigent. Of the thirteen documented cemeteries used for the interment of enslaved persons prior 
to emancipation in New York State in 1827, all were entirely obliterated. Of four additional 
homestead cemeteries used for the interment of both landowners/families and enslaved persons, 
three were fully obliterated and the fourth was almost entirely obliterated. Half of the Native 
American cemeteries maintained into the historic period were similarly obliterated. In some cases, 
groups may have intentionally obliterated cemeteries associated with other groups in an effort to 
reinforce and maintain these power structures. In other cases, cemeteries associated with 
marginalized populations may have been obliterated because those populations lacked the ability 
or the power to protect their burial places.  
The final factor that played a role in the obliteration of cemeteries in New York City 
involved the changing concepts of sacred space, social attachment to place, and social memory 
and their role in ensuring the preservation of cemetery sites. Older cemeteries for which no kin 
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networks or other social groups/stakeholders were present to ensure the long-term protection of a 
burial ground were increasingly susceptible to obliteration. Many of these forgotten or neglected 
burial sites were later disturbed during construction, sometimes centuries after the last documented 
burial within them. Some of the cemeteries rediscovered in this manner were so far removed from 
social memory that no information regarding the mortuary population could be recovered. Families 
often made great efforts to preserve their homestead burial grounds through the use of exclusions 
in property conveyances. Such exclusions allowed a family to retain ownership of and access rights 
to family cemeteries in perpetuity after the rest of the family’s property had been sold to others 
outside their kin network. However, such exclusions often disappeared from conveyance records 
after several decades or were outright ignored by a property’s new owners.  
Furthermore, the designation of a space as sacred or of a place as culturally important is 
not consistently applied to all cemeteries or is not recognized by all social groups. Burial spaces 
for which stakeholders were no longer present to ensure their protection preservation, or where 
such groups were not legally or otherwise allowed to ensure such protection were easily obliterated 
throughout New York City. Connections to particular places and spaces were also influenced by 
legal restrictions on human interments and larger trends in cemetery preference. This was most 
notable after the rise of the Rural Cemetery Movement, which resulted in the frequent 
abandonment of previously sacred spaces in favor of those that were considered to be more 
appropriate for human interment. Changing preferences, particularly during the periods of 
increased urban development in the 19th century, saw the rapid removal or abandonment of smaller 
burial places in favor of large rural cemeteries. 
 
 
 298 
SPATIAL ANALYSIS AND THE RELOCATION OF THE DEAD 
 The 527 cemeteries documented in New York City included 61 in the Bronx (a 
concentration of approximately 1.45 per square mile); 90 in Brooklyn (approximately 1.26 per 
square mile); 164 in Manhattan (approximately 6.96 per square mile); 112 in Queens 
(approximately 1.03 per square mile); and 100 in Staten Island (approximately 1.70 per square 
mile). The number of cemeteries within each borough appears to be related to that borough’s 
population density over time. The higher density of burial grounds in Manhattan, physically the 
smallest borough, is due to its significantly higher population throughout history. For example, in 
1850, just before burials were all but entirely outlawed in Manhattan, the island was home to more 
than 22,500 people per square mile, while Queens, the physically largest borough, was home to 
only approximately 236 people per square mile. Manhattan would therefore have required a greater 
number of burial spaces to accommodate a greater number of people (De Bow 1853:91; see Table 
2-1 and Chart 2-1). The number and location of spaces allocated to the dead does therefore seem 
to be linked to the number and density of the city’s living residents. Similarly, Queens’ low 
population density meant that it had more available burial space, and following the banishment of 
cemeteries from Manhattan, Queens became the site of a large number of rural cemeteries. Of 
those cemeteries for which remains were relocated across county lines within New York City, the 
remains from a greater number of sites were transferred to Queens cemeteries than to those in any 
other borough.  
This research shows that cemeteries in all boroughs grew larger on average over time 
through the beginning of the 20th century. Homestead cemeteries tended to be small, with nearly 
half documented at less than one quarter acre in size, though the average size of homestead 
cemeteries varied widely by borough. No trends were visible with respect to other types of 
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cemeteries, including religious house of worship and institution cemeteries with the exception of 
those types of cemeteries being slightly smaller in Manhattan, where land values were higher and 
available burial space scarcer.  
The data set also shows that the proximity between the living and the dead also changed 
over time across the five boroughs. Cemeteries established before the 19th century were often in 
close proximity to residential centers and were within densely developed urban neighborhoods or 
memorialized on family farms in rural areas. Town and village centers outside of urban areas were 
often the site of several cemeteries associated with different religious institutions and with local 
municipalities. Some cemeteries were intentionally placed at greater distances from residential 
areas. This was either by choice/custom, as in the case of Jewish cemeteries, or as a result of racial 
or socio-economic inequalities, as in the case of cemeteries for the indigent and persons of African 
descent. Beginning in the early to mid-19th century, cemeteries in general began to be placed at 
greater distances from the living populations and were instead located farther from the urban core 
of what were then the separate Cities of New York and Brooklyn. In both urban areas, a general 
fear of the dead resulted from misconceptions about public health, sanitation, and disease, leading 
to a large-scale effort to gradually ban the dead from the island of Manhattan and parts of the City 
of Brooklyn between the 1820s and 1850s. Similar fears changed the burial landscapes across both 
North America and much of Europe (Etlin 1984; Sloane 1991; Cothran and Danylchak 2018). 
With the popularity of the Rural Cemetery Movement in the early to mid-19th century, cemeteries 
were established on large tracts of land far from the settled parts of the modern city. These locations 
are where the majority of New York’s active cemeteries remain to this day. The placement of rural 
cemeteries appears to be somewhat correlated with the location of the terminal moraine, a massive 
remnant of the last period of glacial activity in the region, which was common in many urban areas 
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(McPhee 1983:26; Cothran and Danylchak 2018:41). The environmental characteristics of the area 
surrounding the moraine made it less ideal for agriculture while at the same time making it the 
perfect location for rural cemeteries. The non-uniform landscapes typical of those along the 
moraine were perfectly suited to the romantic landscape designs that the Rural Cemetery 
Movement embraced (ibid).  
New York City’s modern deathscape was heavily influenced by the relocation of remains 
from obliterated cemeteries to new burial locations around the city. The removal and transportation 
of the dead to new resting places at some cemeteries and the abandonment of the dead at others 
produced the patchwork of active, preserved, and obliterated cemeteries documented in this study. 
At slightly more than half of the obliterated cemeteries across the city, evidence was found to 
confirm that the remains interred within were relocated to a new burial ground. The fates of the 
remains in nearly a quarter of the obliterated cemeteries in this data set are simply unknown. 
Approximately eight percent are known to have been abandoned in place, either intentionally, as 
in the case of many of the city’s potter’s fields and cemeteries for enslaved persons, or as a result 
of the passage of time resulting in a loss of stakeholders to ensure the protection of the remains. 
For the most part, relocated remains were most often reinterred within the same borough as their 
original place of interment. Human remains were transported across borough lines 33 percent of 
the time. A smaller number were transferred to multiple cemeteries, including those outside the 
City, reinterred on-site, or cremated. Remains were most commonly relocated outside of 
cemeteries in Manhattan, where the removal of cemeteries was dictated largely by legal restrictions 
on the placement of burial grounds. There are many cases where remains were moved not once, 
but two or more times, as descendant communities continued to make decisions about where best 
to inter the remains of those in their trust.  
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The Rural Cemetery Movement appears to have had a significant impact on the pace of 
cemetery obliteration in New York City. The data set suggests that it encouraged families, religious 
orders, and other institutions to disinter the remains within smaller cemeteries and relocate them 
to new plots in rural burial grounds. The remains from more than half of the cemeteries that were 
relocated within New York City were transferred to rural cemeteries. While remains from many 
(68 percent) religious house of worship and institutional cemeteries were relocated to rural 
cemeteries, the bodies from the majority of those (67 percent) cemeteries were reinterred in 
privately-owned, non-sectarian cemeteries.  
THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF CEMETERIES AND ASSESSING SENSITIVITY IN THE 
FUTURE 
As described in Chapter 9, the earliest archaeological investigations in New York City 
frequently involved the excavation of human remains. These excavations were overseen by both 
professional and avocational archaeologists and were often designed specifically to locate and 
investigate Native American burials, with the excavated remains destined for display in museums 
or personal collections (Hertzberg 1979; Trigger 2006; Murray 2014). By the late 20th century, 
archaeology had become increasingly professionalized and the CRM industry was supported by 
several significant pieces of legislation protecting archaeological resources at the city, state, and 
federal levels. As such, the archaeological investigation of cemeteries in New York City changed 
dramatically between the beginning and the end of the 20th century. The archaeological 
investigation of the African Burial Ground was a turning point in the archaeological investigation 
of cemetery sites in association with CRM projects both locally and nationally (Orser 2007:23). 
Though often reported to have been accidentally encountered during construction, the burial 
ground was in fact initially documented by archaeologists and later more fully excavated by an 
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interdisciplinary team assembled for the sole purpose of completing a thorough and respectful 
excavation of the site with a focus on restoring agency and identity to those people whose remains 
were interred within. The final investigation was the most comprehensive investigation of human 
remains ever attempted in New York City. Its lasting influence over the last several decades has 
changed how archaeologists predict the presence of burial sites in New York City (and other 
similar urban environments), how the excavation of remains is completed, and how archaeologists 
engage and collaborate with descendant communities.  
Inspired in part by the lessons learned during the investigation of the African Burial 
Ground, modern archaeological practices and legal requirements have been designed to protect 
and document human remains during development in New York City. Archaeological 
investigations now include extensive documentary research to determine the likelihood that human 
remains—both intact graves and disarticulated or disturbed remains—would be present on a 
potential development site. There are legal mechanisms to ensure that construction sites that are 
sensitive for human remains are archaeologically tested and that human remains are protected and 
treated with respect and dignity throughout that process. Current guidance governing the practice 
of archaeology in New York City (e.g., LPC 2018) also includes requirements for consultation 
with stakeholders and descendant communities for archaeological investigations involving or 
potentially involving the excavation of human remains. This guidance also includes requirements 
for the involvement of bioarchaeologists or physical anthropologists to ensure that any excavated 
remains are studied appropriately, to reestablish potentially lost identities and restore voice to 
populations that may have been marginalized in the past.  
However, despite the protections that are in place, human remains on former burial sites 
continue to be disturbed during construction efforts across New York City. The maps and data 
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tables generated as part of this study and included in Appendices 1 and 2 should therefore serve 
as a sensitivity map identifying those locations of obliterated burial sites that could still have the 
potential to contain human remains. While the remains in many obliterated cemeteries were 
disinterred and removed to alternate burial locations, numerous archaeological investigations and 
accidental discoveries of human remains on construction sites have shown time and time again 
that such disinterment was rarely complete (LPC 2018:52). Furthermore, several archaeological 
investigations in New York City have identified human remains that were disturbed from 
cemeteries and redistributed as disarticulated remains across a larger area as a result of subsequent 
development and redevelopment (e.g., AKRF 2016a). Therefore, the maps produced for this study 
should be used as a preliminary identifier of those sites that may have the potential to contain 
human remains on those sites or in the immediate vicinity. However, as described in Chapter 4, 
the presence of a cemetery on the map is not a guarantee that human remains are still present on 
the site. Furthermore, the absence of a burial ground on the map does not necessarily imply that it 
is impossible for human remains to be present in a given location. Further research would be 
needed to document additional cemeteries and to determine the archaeological sensitivity of the 
redeveloped burial sites that are documented herein.  
REST IN PEACE? CONCLUDING THOUGHTS AND THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE 
STUDY 
This study of the historic period cemeteries of New York City represents the first ever 
comprehensive archaeological analysis of the role that cemeteries have played within the city-wide 
deathscape. By studying patterns of cemetery establishment, preservation, and obliteration, this 
study has analyzed how space was used for burials and how that space was later reused as a result 
of the influence of urban development and the commodification of land, leading to the selective 
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preservation of certain types of cemeteries and the obliteration of others. The differential 
preservation of cemeteries associated with particular cultural, religious, or ethnic groups has 
revealed how identities were created, maintained, and denied as a result of power struggles 
between those portions of the population that were culturally dominant and those that were 
marginalized or suppressed. Finally, this study has resulted in the production of a generalized 
sensitivity map identifying those locations that could potentially contain human remains in the 
form of either intact graves or disarticulated skeletal elements. In the future, the use of this 
sensitivity map has the potential to prevent the accidental disturbance of human remains during 
the course of urban development that only results in delayed construction projects and increased 
costs, but, more importantly, results in the desecration of graves and the destruction of human 
remains. In this way, this study has attempted to increase the likelihood that human remains will 
be protected and properly documented throughout New York City in the future.  
The cemeteries documented in this study, while numerous, do not represent an exhaustive 
inventory, and there is an unknown number of cemeteries that may still be documented in the 
future in addition to the 527 identified herein. These thus far undocumented cemeteries will likely 
include frontier burials; homestead burial grounds; and cemeteries associated with enslaved 
persons, all of which are presumed to be underrepresented in this study given the limitations of the 
documentary record. Furthermore, this study may have inadvertently omitted undocumented or 
poorly-documented burial sites that could not have been easily identified through the 
methodologies outlined in Chapter 4. There is therefore potential for further research and the 
expansion of the maps and databases included in Appendices 1 and 2 as archaeological and 
historical investigations of New York City’s cemeteries continue to discover additional data 
regarding the city’s burial places. Through continued scholarship and collaboration, 
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underrepresented cemetery types can be better understood and, more importantly, protected in the 
future. It is only through these efforts that obliterated identities can be reclaimed through the 
recognition and protection of human remains located in unexpected places.  
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APPENDIX 1: DATA TABLES 
This appendix contains data tables summarizing the historical research completed for each 
of the 527 cemeteries included in this data set. The methods used to identify cemeteries and create 
this database are outlined in Chapter 4. Given the significant volume of data, this appendix has 
been divided into five parts:  
Appendix 1.1: The Cemeteries of the Bronx ............................................................................. 307 
Appendix 1.2: The Cemeteries of Brooklyn .............................................................................. 319 
Appendix 1.3: The Cemeteries of Manahttan ............................................................................ 338 
Appendix 1.4: The Cemeteries of Queens ................................................................................. 374 
Appendix 1.5: The Cemeteries of Staten Island ........................................................................ 395 
Each sub-appendix contains data tables in three parts, each of which contains the following 
information for each cemetery (all three tables are encoded with the cemetery name and GIS 
identification number. To allow for easier cross-referencing, the data tables are organized by ID 
number; however, an alphabetical index is included on page 601. 
• Part 1, Location Information: ID; Name; Block, Lot; Appendix 2 Map Reference, 
Mapped Area; Documented (“Doc’d”) Area; Type; Sub-Type; Religion (where 
applicable); Secondary Type and Sub-Type (where applicable); and Land Association 
• Part 2, Cemetery Information: ID; Name; Interment Method; Status; Relocation; Open 
Year; Close Year; Dates Based on Stones alone (X= yes); Obliteration Year; Rural Status 
(X=yes) 
• Part 3, Source Material and References: ID; Name; Archaeological Investigation (where 
applicable); Other/Notes (where applicable); Source(s). 
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APPENDIX 2: CEMETERY MAPS 
This appendix contains maps depicting the boundaries of each of the 527 cemeteries 
included in this data set for which such boundaries could be determined. For those cemeteries for 
which limits could not be determined, a general area in which the cemetery may have been located 
is indicated by a dashed line. The basemap for all figures in this appendix is the NYC.gov map 
tiles, which were accessed using the “Quick Map Services” plugin in QGIS 
(https://maps.nyc.gov/tiles/).  
This appendix has been divided into five parts:  
Appendix 2.1: The Cemeteries of the Bronx (Key and Maps 2.1-1 through 2.1-22) ................ 414 
Appendix 2.2: The Cemeteries of Brooklyn (Key and Maps 2.2-1 through 2.2-24) ................. 437 
Appendix 2.3: The Cemeteries of Manahttan (Key and Maps 2.3-1 through 2.3-26) ............... 462 
Appendix 2.4: The Cemeteries of Queens (Key and Maps 2.4-1 through 2.4-26) .................... 489 
Appendix 2.5: The Cemeteries of Staten Island (Key and Maps 2.5-1 through 2.5-24) ........... 516 
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Appendix 2.4: Key to Queens County Cemetery Maps
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Appendix 2.5: Key to Staten Island (Richmond) County Cemetery Maps
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ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
REPOSITORIES VISITED AND/OR ACCESSED AND PERSONS CONSULTED 
• Ancestry.com 
• Archive.org/The Internet Archive EBooks and Texts 
• Brooklyn Historical Society; online digital collections and the Othmer Library collections 
• Brooklyn Public Library (Brooklyn Collection) 
• Central Park Conservancy (Marie Warsh, historian) 
• City College Archives (Dalton Whiteside, Researcher) 
• David Rumsey Historical Map Collection 
• Fold3 City Directory Collection (www.Fold3.com) 
• Friends of Abandoned Cemeteries of Staten Island (Lynn Rogers, president) 
• Google Books 
• General Theological Seminary Library (Caitlin Stamm, Archivist/Librarian) 
• Green-Wood Cemetery online burial database and genealogy research services (Christina 
Bickford and Connie Thatcher, Green-Wood Genealogy Team) 
• Hathi Trust Digital Library 
• Italian Genealogy (https://italiangen.org/death-records-bodies-in-transit/) 
• Library of Congress (Digital Map Collections) 
• Manhattanville College Archives (Lauren Ziarko, Archivist/Librarian) 
• Moravian Cemetery (Richard Simpson, Historian) 
• Museum of the City of New York Digital Collections 
• National Archives, Cartography Division; College Park, MD 
• New York Annual Conference of the United Methodist Church Archives (Beth Patkus, 
Archivist) 
• New York City Department of Finance, Office of the city Register for Manhattan, 
Brooklyn, and Queens 
• New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission Archaeology Report Database; 
Cemetery Survey Research Files; and Designation Report Database (Amanda Sutphin, 
Director of Archaeology) 
• New York City Municipal Archives 
• New York Episcopal Diocese Archives (Wayne Kempton, Archivist) 
• New York Genealogical and Biographical Society E-Library 
• New York Historical Society online collections and Patricia D. Klingenstein Library 
collections 
• New York Public Library: NYPL Digital Collections; NYPL Map Warper; Lionel Pincus 
and Princess Firyal Map Division; and the Milstein Division of United States History, 
Local History & Genealogy 
• New York State Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) 
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• New York Topographical Bureau Map Room (Hector Rivera, Topographical Bureau 
Associate) and Beta Digital Map Room 
• Presbyterian Historical Society 
• Queens Historical Society 
• Queens Public Library Archives/Digital Archives (formerly the Long Island Collection) 
• Queens Topographical Bureau, File Maps and History Files 
• Richmond County Clerk 
• Richmond County Topographical Bureau (assistance from Robert Englert and Thomas 
Mooney) 
• Saint George’s Church, Manhattan (Laurel Marr, Archivist) 
• Sharon Wilkins, Deputy Manhattan Borough Historian 
• Staten Island Historical Society 
• Staten Island Museum/Archives 
• Tottenville Historical Society 
• Westchester County Archives 
• Westchester County Clerk Westchester Records Online 
NOTES ON SOURCES 
CONVEYANCE AND MORTGAGE RECORDS 
Conveyance and mortgage records issued before 1966 are referenced throughout by 
County, Liber (book) number, and page number and as unpublished city records are not referenced 
individually in this bibliography. Records for the boroughs of Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens, and 
Staten Island were accessed at the borough or county offices in which they are held, including:  
• Manhattan office of the city Register, New York City Department of Finance 
(NYCDOF) Business Center at 66 John Street in Manhattan;  
• Brooklyn Office of the city Register, NYCDOF Business Center at 210 Joralemon 
Street;  
• Queens Office of the city Register, NYCDOF at 144-06 94th Street, Jamaica;  
• Office of the Richmond County Clerk at 350 Saint Mark’s Place.  
Additional property records for these boroughs was accessed through the New York Land 
Records Database (1630–1975) in the online collections of www.FamilySearch.com. Property 
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records for the Bronx, which was historically part of Westchester County before the late 19th 
century, were accessed through the Westchester County Clerk’s Westchester Records Online 
database (https://wro.westchesterclerk.com/). Records issued after 1966 in all boroughs were 
accessed through the NYCDOF Office of the city Register’s Automated City Register Information 
System (https://a836-acris.nyc.gov/CP/) and are referenced by Reel and page number.  
COUNTY FILE MAPS 
Each of the counties included within the five boroughs maintains a collection of maps filed 
with the county, usually as a result of property conveyances or modifications. File maps for 
Manhattan are available on microfiche at the Manhattan office of the city Register, NYCDOF 
Business Center at 66 John Street in Manhattan. Brooklyn’s file maps are available on microfilm 
at the Brooklyn Office of the city Register, NYCDOF Business Center at 210 Joralemon Street. 
Richmond County file maps are available on microfiche at the office of the Richmond County 
Clerk at 350 Saint Mark’s Place. Queens County file maps are organized by ward and title/key 
word at the Queens County Topographical Bureau, Queens Borough Hall, 12-55 Queens 
Boulevard, Kew Gardens, NY. Finally, Bronx file maps predating the borough’s consolidation 
with New York City are available through the Westchester County Clerk’s Westchester Records 
Online database (https://wro.westchesterclerk.com/). 
OPEN DATA GIS SOURCES 
Geographic Information System layers were downloaded from the New York City Open 
Data website (https://opendata.cityofnewyork.us/). This included the following layers: Borough 
Boundaries updated through August 30, 2018; Building Footprints, updated through September 1, 
2018; Digital Tax Map (NYCDOF), updated August 24, 2018; Lion Street center lines and labels 
(NYCDCP), updated August 13, 2018. NYC.gov tiles basemap was accessed through the QGIS 
 544 
Quick Map Search plugin. The outline of the terminal glacial moraine as presented on Figure 17 
was obtained from the New York State Museum GIS data sets surficial geology shapefile data sets 
for the Lower Hudson, which is based on Caldwell, et al. 1991 
(http://www.nysm.nysed.gov/research-collections/geology/gis).  
HISTORICAL DIRECTORIES 
Historical directories for Manhattan and Brooklyn were accessed through the Fold3.com 
city directory database covering the years 1786 through 1922. The database includes hundreds of 
digitized directories that are fully searchable. Additional directories were accessed using the 
digitized (but not searchable) directories within the New York Public Library’s Digital Collections 
(https://digitalcollections.nypl.org/collections/new-york-city-directories) and digitized and 
searchable directories in the Brooklyn Public Library’s Brooklyn Collection covering the years 
1856 through 1967 (https://archive.org/details/brooklynpubliclibrary).  
HISTORICAL NEWSPAPERS 
Historical newspapers were accessed between January 2017 and May 2019 using the 
following databases: 
• New York Times “Times Machine:” https://timesmachine.nytimes.com 
• “Newspapers Publishers Extra” Collection: https://www.newspapers.com/ 
• NYS Historic Newspapers: http://nyshistoricnewspapers.org/ 
• Newsbank’s “America’s Historical Newspapers” database (library subscription 
required) 
• Old Fulton Newspapers: http://fultonhistory.com/Fulton.html 
• ProQuest’s historical newspapers databases (library subscription required) 
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SANBORN MAPS 
The Sanborn Map Company and its predecessor that Sanborn-Perris Map Company have 
produced fire insurance maps of the New York City region beginning in 1885. Sanborn maps 
include detailed information on specific properties, including lot boundaries and development 
characteristics. Sanborn maps are typically published by county and, where necessary, are divided 
into multiple volumes and are therefore referenced throughout this study by year, volume, and 
page number. Sanborn maps were accessed through the following databases: 
• ProQuest Digital Sanborn Maps 1867–1970 (library subscription required) 
• New York Public Library Digital Collections (https://digitalcollections.nypl.org/) 
• Library of Congress Sanborn Maps Collection 
(https://www.loc.gov/collections/sanborn-maps). 
AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY 
Both modern and historical aerial photographs were utilized in this study. Historical aerial 
photographs dating to 1924 and 1951 were accessed through the New York City Department of 
Information Technology and Telecommunications (DoITT)’s NYCityMap 
(http://maps.nyc.gov/doitt/nycitymap/) and “NYC Then & Now” map 
(https://maps.nyc.gov/then&now/). Georeferenced versions of aerial orthoimagery covering New 
York City dating between 2016 and 2018 were accessed through the Discover GIS Data NY 
website maintained by New York State (http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/). 
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16th Street Baptist Church 3089 Manhattan 
45th Street Cemetery (Possible Precursor to Citizens' Union Cemetery) 3036 Manhattan 
Acacia Cemetery 4001 Queens 
African Burial Ground 3001 Manhattan 
African Burial Ground Reinterment Site 3163 Manhattan 
African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church 3004 Manhattan 
African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church (Seneca Village, three locations) 3002 Manhattan 
African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church (within Washington Square Park 
Potter's Field) 3003 Unknown (Manhattan) 
African Union Methodist Church 3110 Manhattan 
African Wesleyan Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery, Location 1 2037 Brooklyn 
African Wesleyan Methodist Episcopal Church/Lincoln Cemetery 2024 Brooklyn 
Ahawath Chesed Cemetery (Linden Hill Cemetery of Central Synagogue) 4003 Queens 
All Angels' Church Cemetery 3005 Manhattan 
Allen Street Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery 3006 Manhattan 
Almshouse Cemetery 3007 Manhattan 
Almshouse Nursery (Randall's Island) 3020 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Almshouse/Bridewell Cemetery 3088 Manhattan 
Alsop Family Cemetery 4004 Queens 
Amity Street Baptist Church/Fayette or Oliver Street Baptist Churchyard 3008 Manhattan 
Andes Road Cemetery Location 1, Governor's Island 3019 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Andes Road Cemetery Location 2, Governor's Island 3141 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Androvette Family Cemetery (Charleston) 5001 Staten Island 
Androvette/Ellis/Butler Family Cemetery (Prince's Bay) 5002 Staten Island 
Anshe Chesed Cemetery (45th Street) 3114 Manhattan 
Anshe Chesed Cemetery (East 89th Street) 3009 Manhattan 
Archer Family Cemetery (Fort Independence) 1023 Unknown (Bronx) 
Arden Family Vault 3124 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Asbury Methodist Episcopal Church 5003 Staten Island 
Associate Congregation of New York/Grand Street Presbyterian Church 
(West 11th Street) 3083 Manhattan 
Associate Reform/Scotch Presbyterian Church Cemetery (Clinton Street) 3145 Manhattan 
Astoria Reformed Dutch Church Vaults 4005 Queens 
Astoria Village Cemetery (First) 4006 Queens 
Astoria Village Cemetery (Second) 4007 Queens 
Attorney Street Protestant Methodist Church Cemetery 3010 Manhattan 
Barkaloo-Cortelyou Family Cemetery 2001 Brooklyn 
Baron Hirsch Cemetery 5004 Staten Island 
Bartow Family Cemetery 1001 Unknown (Bronx) 
Bass-Hardenbrook Family Cemetery 3082 Manhattan 
Baxter Family Cemetery 1024 Unknown (Bronx) 
Bayside Cemetery 4008 Queens 
Bedell-Decker Family Cemetery 5005 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Bedford Corners African Cemetery 2059 Brooklyn 
Bedford Street Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery and Vaults 3011 Manhattan 
Bellew/Salter/Garretson Family Cemetery 5094 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Bennett Family Cemetery 2085 Brooklyn 
Bensonia Cemetery 1002 Bronx 
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Bergen Family Cemetery 2002 Brooklyn 
Berrian Cemetery/Fordham Manor Reformed Dutch Church Cemetery 1003 Bronx 
Berrian-Remsen Family Cemetery 4009 Unknown (Queens) 
Berry Farm Cemetery 2060 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Beth Haim Shenee/Second Shearith Israel Cemetery (Milligan/11th Street) 3053 Manhattan 
Beth Haim/Third Shearith Israel Cemetery (21st Street) 3095 Manhattan 
Beth Olam Cemetery 2003 Brooklyn 
Bethel African Methodist Episcopal Cemetery 1004 Bronx 
Bethel Baptist Churchyard and Vaults 3012 Manhattan 
Beth-El Cemetery/New Union Field Cemetery 4010 Queens 
Bethel United Methodist Episcopal Church 5006 Staten Island 
Betts Family Cemetery 4011 Queens 
Bikur Cholim Cemetery 3143 Manhattan 
Billopp Family Cemetery 5007 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Bishops' Crypt at the Immaculate Conception Center 4100 Queens 
Blackwell Family Cemetery 4012 Unknown (Queens) 
Blazing Star Burial Ground/ Sleight Family Cemetery 5008 Staten Island 
Bloodgood Family Cemetery 4013 Queens 
B'nai Israel Cemetery 3117 Manhattan 
B'nai Jeshurun Cemetery (32nd Street) 3014 Manhattan 
Bowne Family Cemetery 4015 Unknown (Queens) 
Bowne-Parsons Family Cemetery, Location 1 4036 Queens 
Bowne-Parsons Family Cemetery, Location 2 4014 Queens 
Brick Presbyterian Church 3016 Manhattan 
Brick Presbyterian Church Cemetery (Houston Street) 3149 Manhattan 
Brighton Heights/ Tompkinsville Reformed Dutch Church, Location 1 5097 Staten Island 
Brighton Heights/ Tompkinsville Reformed Dutch Church, Location 2 5009 Staten Island 
Brinckerhoff Family Cemetery/Black Stump Burial Ground 4016 Queens 
Brooklyn Village Cemetery 2004 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Burbanck Family Cemetery 5010 Staten Island 
Burroughs Family Cemetery 4017 Queens 
Bushwick Reformed Dutch Churchyard 2005 Brooklyn 
Bushwick Village Cemetery 2006 Brooklyn 
Bussing Family Cemetery 1005 Unknown (Bronx) 
Calvary (First/Old Calvary) Cemetery 4018 Queens 
Canarsie Cemetery 2007 Brooklyn 
Canarsie Native American Burial Place 2078 Brooklyn 
Canarsie or Flatlands Town Cemetery 2016 Brooklyn 
Cannon Street Baptist Cemetery 2008 Brooklyn 
Cannon/Wood/Decker Family Cemetery (within Sylvan Grove Cemetery) 5090 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Cedar Grove Cemetery 4019 Queens 
Cemetery for Enslaved Persons on College Point 4103 Unknown (Queens) 
Cemetery of the Evergreens 4020 Queens 
Cherry Lane/ Second Asbury African Methodist Episcopal Church 5012 Staten Island 
Christ Evangelical Lutheran Church/Swamp Church/Old Dutch Lutheran 
Church 3023 Manhattan 
Christ Protestant Episcopal Church 3024 Manhattan 
Church of Saint Paul the Apostle Crypt 3123 Manhattan 
Church of the Ascension/Trinity Chapel Burial Ground 5015 Staten Island 
Church of the Most Holy Redeemer Vaults 3113 Manhattan 
Citizens Union Cemetery 2009 Brooklyn 
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Clason Point Christian Brothers Cemetery 1006 Bronx 
Clove Meeting House/ Old Clove Baptist Church 5016 Staten Island 
Cole Family Burial Ground and Vault 1007 Bronx 
Colonial Cemetery 3125 Manhattan 
Congregation Shaar Hashomayim Cemetery 3108 Manhattan 
Congregation Shaare Zedek 3018 Manhattan 
Convent of the Sacred Heart Vault, Location 2 3087 Manhattan 
Convent of the Sacred Heart, Location 1 3139 Manhattan 
Cornell Cemetery (Far Rockaway) 4023 Queens 
Cornell Cemetery (Little Neck) 4024 Queens 
Corpus Christi Monastery Vaults 1008 Bronx 
Corsa Family Cemetery 1026 Unknown (Bronx) 
Corson Family Cemetery (within Port Richmond Reformed Dutch Church 
Cemetery) 5078 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Cortelyou Family Cemetery (Fort Hamilton) 2070 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Cropsey Family Cemetery 2071 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Cumberson Family Cemetery 4025 Queens 
Curser/Kreuzer Family Cemetery 5017 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Cypress Hills Cemetery 4026 Queens 
Cypress Hills National Cemetery 2012 Brooklyn 
DeBaun Family Cemetery 2081 Brooklyn 
Debevoise/Duffield Family Cemetery 2052 Brooklyn 
Delafield Family Cemetery 4027 Unknown (Queens) 
Devoor Family Cemetery 3126 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Dissosway Family Cemetery 5018 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Ditmars Family Cemetery 2087 Brooklyn 
Dyckman-Nagle Family Cemetery 3025 Manhattan 
Dyckman-Nagle Farm Slave Cemetery 3026 Manhattan 
East Bank/13th Street Cemetery 3028 Manhattan 
East Eleventh Street/Old Calvary Roman Catholic Cemetery 3030 Manhattan 
Eden and/or Norton Farm Cemetery 3118 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Edsall Family Cemetery 4106 Unknown (Queens) 
Eighteenth Street Methodist Episcopal Church/Village of Chelsea Cemetery 3029 Manhattan 
Eighth Presbyterian Church/Saint Matthew's Protestant Episcopal Church 3104 Manhattan 
Eliot Avenue Cemetery/Gorsline Family Burial Ground 4030 Queens 
Episcopal Church of Brooklyn/Saint Ann's Church Cemetery 2034 Brooklyn 
Fairview Cemetery 5019 Staten Island 
Ferris Family Cemetery 1010 Bronx 
First Baptist Church Cemetery (Gold Street) 3158 Manhattan 
First Baptist Church Cemetery (Houston Street) 3032 Manhattan 
First German Methodist Episcopal Church Vaults 3151 Manhattan 
First Methodist Church of Jamaica Cemetery 4031 Queens 
First Methodist Episcopal Church of Harlem 3102 Manhattan 
First Moravian Church Cemetery, Location 1 3033 Manhattan 
First Moravian Church Cemetery, Location 2 3128 Manhattan 
First Presbyterian Church 2069 Brooklyn 
First Presbyterian Church (Fifth Avenue) 3129 Manhattan 
First Presbyterian Church (Wall Street) 3034 Manhattan 
First Presbyterian Church Cemetery (Houston Street) 3059 Manhattan 
First Presbyterian Church of Newtown Cemetery 4032 Queens 
First Presbyterian Church of Throggs Neck Cemetery 1011 Bronx 
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First Reformed Dutch Church 2013 Brooklyn 
First Shearith Israel Cemetery 3022 Manhattan 
Fish Family Cemetery 4033 Unknown (Queens) 
Flatbush African Burial Ground 2076 Brooklyn 
Flatbush Reformed Dutch Church 2014 Brooklyn 
Flatlands Native American Burial Ground 2079 Brooklyn 
Flatlands Reformed Dutch Church Cemetery 2015 Brooklyn 
Flushing Cemetery 4034 Queens 
Folk Family Cemetery 4108 Unknown (Queens) 
Fordham Jesuit Cemetery, First Location 1012 Bronx 
Fordham Jesuit Cemetery, Second Location 1013 Bronx 
Fordham Manor Reformed Church Cemetery and Vaults 1014 Bronx 
Forsyth Street Methodist Episcopal Church 3035 Manhattan 
Fort Columbus Cemetery, Governors Island 3039 Manhattan 
Fort Greene Burial Ground 2084 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Fort Greene Park Martyr's Tomb Location 1 2067 Brooklyn 
Fort Greene Park Martyr's Tomb Location 2 2068 Brooklyn 
Fort Hamilton Cemetery 2017 Brooklyn 
Fort Schuyler Cemetery 1061 Bronx 
Fort Totten Cemetery 4035 Queens 
Fort Wadsworth Cemetery 5020 Staten Island 
Fountain Cemetery 5021 Staten Island 
Fountain Family Cemetery (Dongan Hills) 5022 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Fountain Family Cemetery (within Fountain Cemetery) 5065 Staten Island 
Frederick Douglass Memorial Cemetery 5023 Staten Island 
French Church Cemetery 5024 Unknown (Staten Island) 
French Church du Saint Esprit 3048 Manhattan 
Friends Cemetery (Houston Street) 3044 Manhattan 
Friends Meeting House (Pearl Street) 3065 Manhattan 
Friends Meeting House Cemetery 4037 Queens 
Friends Meeting House, Little Queen Street (Liberty Street) 3049 Manhattan 
Garrison Cemetery, Governor's Island 3142 Manhattan 
General Ulysses S. Grant National Memorial 3040 Manhattan 
German Evangelical Church of Saint Matthew Cemetery 3072 Manhattan 
German Evangelical Lutheran Church 3076 Manhattan 
German Reformed Dutch Cemetery (12th Street) 3132 Manhattan 
German Reformed Dutch Church (Forsyth Street) 3131 Manhattan 
German Reformed Dutch Church (Nassau Street) 3038 Manhattan 
Gouverneur Morris Vault 1058 Bronx 
Governor's Island Quarantine Cemetery 3133 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Grace Episcopal Church Cemetery 4038 Queens 
Grace Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery 2062 Brooklyn 
Greene Street Methodist Episcopal Church (36th Street) 3041 Manhattan 
Greene Street Reformed Dutch Church Cemetery 3078 Manhattan 
Greenwich Reformed Dutch Church Vaults 3164 Manhattan 
Green-Wood Cemetery 2019 Brooklyn 
Guerlain Tomb 1028 Bronx 
Half Moon Fort (Clover Hill) Burial Ground 2010 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Hallett Family Cemetery 4039 Queens 
Hammond Family Cemetery (Fort Schuyler) 1016 Bronx 
Hammond Farm Burial Ground 1015 Unknown (Bronx) 
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Harlem African Burial Ground/Harlem Reformed Dutch Church Location 1 3043 Manhattan 
Harlem Reformed Dutch Church, Location 2 3042 Manhattan 
Harlem Reformed Dutch Church, Location 3 3134 Manhattan 
Harris Family Cemetery 5025 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Hart Island Potter's Field/City Cemetery 1029 Bronx 
Hart Island Soldiers Cemetery 1017 Unknown (Bronx) 
Hazard/Duryea Family Vault 4028 Queens 
Hedger-Edwards Family Cemetery 1030 Bronx 
Hillside Cemetery 5026 Staten Island 
Hoffman Island Quarantine 5095 Staten Island 
Holmes-Perine Family Cemetery 5027 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Holy Cross Cemetery (Galilee Cemetery) 2020 Brooklyn 
Hopper Farm Cemetery 3106 Manhattan 
House of Refuge (Randall's Island) 3147 Manhattan 
Huguenot Park Reformed Dutch Church 5028 Staten Island 
Hulst Farm Cemetery 2057 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Hungarian Cemetery 4040 Queens 
Hunt Family Cemetery (Unionport Road) 1018 Bronx 
Hunt Farm Enslaved Persons Cemetery 1060 Unknown (Bronx) 
Hunt, Willett, and Leggett Family Cemetery (Drake Park) 1009 Bronx 
Hunter Family Cemetery 1035 Unknown (Bronx) 
Immaculate Conception Church/Passionist Monastery Cemetery 4099 Queens 
Irish Presbyterian Church Cemetery (West 25th Street) 3060 Manhattan 
John Street Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery 3045 Manhattan 
Johnson Family Cemetery 4042 Queens 
Journeay Family 5029 Staten Island 
King Family Cemetery 1020 Unknown (Bronx) 
King's Chapel at Fort George 3144 Manhattan 
Kings County Almshouse 2021 Brooklyn 
Kip Family Cemetery 3046 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Knollwood Park Cemetery 4043 Queens 
Lake Cemetery/First Baptist Church Cemetery/Silvie's Cemetery 5030 Staten Island 
Lake Family Cemetery 5031 Staten Island 
Lake Family Enslaved Persons Burial Ground 5032 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Lawrence Family Cemetery 1027 Unknown (Bronx) 
Lawrence Family Cemetery (Astoria) 4044 Queens 
Lawrence Family Cemetery (Bayside) 4045 Queens 
Lawrence Family Cemetery (College Point) 4107 Unknown (Queens) 
Leake and Watts Orphan Home 3047 Manhattan 
LeCount Family Cemetery 5093 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Lefferts Family Burial Ground 2022 Brooklyn 
Leggett Family Cemetery 1021 Unknown (Bronx) 
Leisler Cemetery 3109 Manhattan 
Leverich Family Cemetery 4046 Queens 
Leverich Farm Enslaved Persons Burial Ground 4112 Unknown (Queens) 
Linden Hill Methodist Cemetery (Second Street ME Church, First German 
ME Church)  4047 Queens 
Little Neck Matinecock Cemetery/Hicks-Waters Family Burial Ground 4041 Queens 
Lutheran Cemetery (All Faiths) Cemetery 4048 Queens 
Luyster Family Cemetery 4049 Queens 
Macedonia African Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery, Location 1 4050 Queens 
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Macedonia African Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery, Location 2 4101 Queens 
Machpelah Cemetery 4051 Queens 
Maimonides Cemetery 2025 Brooklyn 
Mandeville Family Vault and Cemetery 3157 Manhattan 
Maple Grove Cemetery 4052 Queens 
Marine/Silver Lake Quarantine Cemetery 5033 Staten Island 
Mariner's Family Asylum 5034 Staten Island 
Martyr's Tomb/Romaine Tomb 2066 Brooklyn 
Melrose Catholic Cemetery/Saint Mary's Cemetery 1022 Bronx 
Mendelsohn Benevolent Society Cemetery 3116 Manhattan 
Merrell Family Cemetery 5035 Staten Island 
Mesereau Family Cemetery 5036 Staten Island 
Meserole Family Cemetery 2035 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Methodist Church of Flushing 4098 Queens 
Methodist Episcopal Cemetery 2026 Brooklyn 
Methodist Episcopal Cemetery (44th Street) 3037 Manhattan 
Methodist Episcopal East Circuit Cemetery (First Street) 3051 Manhattan 
Methodist Society Cemetery/Stillwell Cemetery 3136 Manhattan 
Micheau Family Cemetery 5037 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Michielsen-Corsa Family Burial Ground 1025 Unknown (Bronx) 
Middagh Family Cemetery 2027 Brooklyn 
Middle Dutch Church 3052 Manhattan 
Middle Village Methodist Episcopal Church of Newtown Cemetery 4053 Queens 
Mokom Sholom Cemetery 4054 Queens 
Montefiore Cemetery 4055 Queens 
Moore-Jackson Family Cemetery 4056 Queens 
Moravian Cemetery 5038 Staten Island 
Moravian Cemetery (Orchard Street) 3015 Manhattan 
Moravian Cemetery (Pell Street) 3119 Manhattan 
Morgan Family Cemetery 5039 Staten Island 
Morrell Family Cemetery 4057 Queens 
Morris Family Cemetery and Vault 1031 Unknown (Bronx) 
Most Holy Trinity Cemetery 2028 Brooklyn 
Most Holy Trinity Church Cemetery 2063 Brooklyn 
Mott Family Cemetery 4058 Queens 
Mount Carmel Cemetery 4059 Queens 
Mount Hebron Cemetery 4060 Queens 
Mount Hope Cemetery 2029 Brooklyn 
Mount Judah Cemetery 4061 Queens 
Mount Lebanon Cemetery 4062 Queens 
Mount Loretto Home Cemetery 5040 Staten Island 
Mount Neboh Cemetery 4063 Queens 
Mount Olivet Cemetery 4064 Queens 
Mount Richmond 5041 Staten Island 
Mount Saint Mary Cemetery 4081 Queens 
Mount Saint Vincent Cemetery 1032 Bronx 
Mount Zion AME/Bloomingdale Road Cemetery 5042 Staten Island 
Mount Zion Cemetery 4065 Queens 
New Amsterdam Public Burial Ground (now within Trinity Church) 3054 Manhattan 
New Calvary Cemetery (Fourth Calvary) 4111 Queens 
New Calvary Cemetery (Second Calvary) 4066 Queens 
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New Calvary Cemetery (Third Calvary) 4110 Queens 
New Lots Reformed Dutch Church Cemetery 2030 Brooklyn 
New Utrecht Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery 2072 Brooklyn 
New Utrecht Reformed Dutch Church 2031 Brooklyn 
New York Catholic Protectory Cemetery 1043 Bronx 
New York City Marble Cemetery 3055 Manhattan 
New York Marble Cemetery 3056 Manhattan 
New York Nursery and Child's Hospital 5043 Staten Island 
New York State Emigrant Refuge and Hospital Cemetery (Ward's Island) 3138 Manhattan 
Newtown Cemetery 4067 Queens 
North Dutch/Collegiate Reformed Dutch Church 3057 Manhattan 
Nostrand Family Cemetery 2032 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Oceanview Cemetery (Valhalla) 5044 Staten Island 
Old Flushing Cemetery 4022 Queens 
Old Gravesend Cemetery 2018 Brooklyn 
Old Methodist Cemetery 4097 Queens 
Old New Lots Cemetery 2054 Brooklyn 
Old Reformed Dutch Churchyard/First New Amsterdam Cemetery 3062 Manhattan 
Old Saint Patrick's Pro-Cathedral/Saint Peter's Church Cemetery 3058 Manhattan 
Our Lady of Mount Carmel Church Cemetery 4068 Queens 
Peck Family Cemetery 4069 Queens 
Pelham Cemetery, Location 1 1057 Unknown (Bronx) 
Pelham Cemetery, Location 2 1033 Bronx 
Pell Family Cemetery 1034 Bronx 
Poillon Family Cemetery 5014 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Polhemus Family Cemetery 2056 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Polish National/Christian Rehoboth Cemetery 5045 Staten Island 
Pollock Family Cemetery (Amiable Child Memorial) 3027 Manhattan 
Port Richmond Reformed Dutch Church 5046 Staten Island 
Possible Rapalye Family Cemetery 2075 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Possible Underhill Family Cemetery 4109 Unknown (Queens) 
Potter's Field (50th Street) 3031 Manhattan 
Potter's Field (Bryant Park) 3017 Manhattan 
Potter's Field (Madison Square) 3050 Manhattan 
Potter's Field (Randall's Island) 3135 Manhattan 
Potter's Field (Ward's Island) 3098 Manhattan 
Potter's Field (Washington Square Park) 3097 Manhattan 
Praa-Provost Family Cemetery 2048 Brooklyn 
Presbyterian Cemetery (West 28th Street) 3084 Manhattan 
Presentation Sisters Cemetery 5047 Staten Island 
Prospect Cemetery 4070 Queens 
Protestant Reformed Dutch Church of Bushwick Cemetery 2086 Brooklyn 
Provoost Family Tomb 3101 Manhattan 
Pullis Family Cemetery 4071 Queens 
Quarantine Hospital Cemetery (Tompkinsville) 5049 Staten Island 
Quarantine Hospital Cemetery (Tompkinsville) Reburial Location 5100 Staten Island 
Quarantine Hospital (Seguine’s Point) 5048 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Queens County Cemetery 4091 Queens 
Rantus Cemetery/Troytown Cemetery 4021 Unknown (Queens) 
Rapelje Family Cemetery 4072 Queens 
Rees/Kelly/Leggett Family Cemetery 3120 Manhattan 
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Reformed Covenanted/Scotch Presbyterian Church Cemetery (12th Street) 3096 Manhattan 
Reformed Dutch Church of 21st Street/Saint Paul's Church 3148 Manhattan 
Reformed Dutch Church of Bloomingdale/Harsenville Church Cemetery 3013 Manhattan 
Reformed Dutch Church of Newtown Cemetery 4029 Queens 
Reformed Dutch Church on East Houston Street 3063 Manhattan 
Reformed Presbyterian Church 3064 Manhattan 
Reformed Protestant Dutch Church of Williamsburgh Cemetery 2061 Brooklyn 
Remsen Family Cemetery 2058 Brooklyn 
Remsen Family Cemetery 4073 Queens 
Resurrection Cemetery/ Loretto Cemetery 5011 Staten Island 
Richmond County Poor Farm/NYC Farm Colony Cemetery 5050 Staten Island 
Richmond Reformed Dutch Church Cemetery 5051 Staten Island 
Ridgeway Family Cemetery 5052 Staten Island 
Riker-Lent Family Cemetery 4074 Queens 
Roman Catholic Orphan Asylum 2077 Brooklyn 
Rose Street United German Lutheran Cemetery 3156 Manhattan 
Rossville AME Zion Church/Sandy Ground Cemetery 5053 Staten Island 
Rutgers Street Presbyterian Church Cemetery (Houston Street) 3150 Manhattan 
Ryerss Family Burial Ground (within Staten Island Cemetery) 5054 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Ryerson Family Cemetery 4075 Unknown (Queens) 
Sailor's Snug Harbor Old Cemetery 5055 Staten Island 
Sailor's Snug Harbor Robert Randall Grave 5096 Staten Island 
Saint Andrew's Church Cemetery 5057 Staten Island 
Saint Andrew's Episcopal Church Cemetery 3115 Manhattan 
Saint Ann's Church Vaults 1036 Bronx 
Saint Augustine's Church Cemetery 1037 Bronx 
Saint Clement's Church Cemetery 3066 Manhattan 
Saint Fidelis’ Church Cemetery 4076 Queens 
Saint Fidelis’ Church Cemetery (Rev. Huber Grave) 4102 Queens 
Saint Frances Xavier Cabrini Shrine 3127 Manhattan 
Saint George’s Church Cemetery (Astoria) 4077 Queens 
Saint George’s Church Cemetery (Flushing) 4078 Queens 
Saint George's Chapel 3067 Manhattan 
Saint James Church (Location 1) 4104 Queens 
Saint James Pro-Cathedral Cemetery 2036 Brooklyn 
Saint James’ Episcopal Church Cemetery (Location 2) 4079 Queens 
Saint John’s Cemetery 4080 Queens 
Saint John's Cemetery 3068 Manhattan 
Saint John's Episcopal Church Cemetery 2064 Brooklyn 
Saint John's German Roman Catholic Church Cemetery 3122 Manhattan 
Saint John's Lutheran Church/Northside or Trinity Methodist Episcopal 
Church 5059 Staten Island 
Saint Joseph's Cemetery 5061 Staten Island 
Saint Luke's Cemetery 5062 Staten Island 
Saint Luke's Church Vaults 3069 Manhattan 
Saint Mark's African Methodist Episcopal Church/Dutch Lane Cemetery 4002 Queens 
Saint Mark's Cemetery 3071 Manhattan 
Saint Mark's Church-in-the-Bowery Vaults 3070 Manhattan 
Saint Mary of the Assumption Church Cemetery 5063 Staten Island 
Saint Mary's Cemetery 5064 Staten Island 
Saint Mary's Church 2038 Brooklyn 
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Saint Mary's Church Cemetery 3140 Manhattan 
Saint Mary's Church, Rosebank (Father John Lewis Grave) 5098 Staten Island 
Saint Matthew's/United German Lutheran Churches' Cemetery 3073 Manhattan 
Saint Michael’s Cemetery 4082 Queens 
Saint Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Cemetery 4083 Queens 
Saint Michael's Church 3074 Manhattan 
Saint Michael's Upper Ground 3021 Manhattan 
Saint Monica Cemetery 4084 Queens 
Saint Patrick's Cathedral Crypt 3075 Manhattan 
Saint Paul's Chapel Cemetery 3077 Manhattan 
Saint Paul's Churchyard and Vaults 2040 Brooklyn 
Saint Peter's Cemetery 5067 Staten Island 
Saint Peter's Episcopal Church Cemetery 1038 Bronx 
Saint Peter's Roman Catholic Church Cemetery 3079 Manhattan 
Saint Philip's Cemetery, 105th Street 3105 Manhattan 
Saint Philip's Church Cemetery (Stewart Street) 3100 Manhattan 
Saint Raymond's Church Cemetery 1039 Bronx 
Saint Raymond's New Cemetery 1040 Bronx 
Saint Raymond's Old Cemetery 1041 Bronx 
Saint Stephen's Church Cemetery 3137 Manhattan 
Saint Stephen's Churchyard 3081 Manhattan 
Saint Thomas' Church Vaults 3112 Manhattan 
Salem Fields Cemetery 2039 Brooklyn 
Sands Street Church 2041 Brooklyn 
Schenck Family Cemetery (Bushwick) 2042 Brooklyn 
Scotch Presbyterian Church (Cedar Street) 3085 Manhattan 
Scotch Presbyterian Church Cemetery (Washington Square Park) 3061 Manhattan 
Seamen's Retreat Cemetery, Location 1 5058 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Seamen's Retreat Cemetery, Location 2 5068 Staten Island 
Second African Burial Ground/Saint Philip's Cemetery 3080 Manhattan 
Second Associate Presbyterian Church Cemetery (Washington Square Park) 3121 Manhattan 
Second Associate Reform Presbyterian Church (Pearl Street) 3159 Manhattan 
Second Avenue Presbyterian Church/Church of the Nativity Vaults 3152 Manhattan 
Seventh Presbyterian Church 3153 Manhattan 
Shaaray Tefila Cemetery (105th Street) 3107 Manhattan 
Shaaray Tefila Cemetery (46th Street) 3111 Manhattan 
Silver Lake Cemetery 5069 Staten Island 
Silver Mount Cemetery 5070 Staten Island 
Simonson Family Cemetery 5071 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Simonson Family Vault 5013 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Simonson/Hillyer Family Cemetery 5072 Staten Island 
Society of Friends Cemetery (Prospect Park) 2033 Brooklyn 
Society of United Christian Friends Church 3155 Manhattan 
South Dutch Churchyard (Garden Street Church) 3090 Manhattan 
South Side Burial Ground 4087 Queens 
Spring Street Presbyterian Church 3103 Manhattan 
Springfield Cemetery 4086 Queens 
Stapleton Union American Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery 5073 Staten Island 
Staten Island/Factoryville Cemetery 5074 Staten Island 
Strattonport/Flammersburg Cemetery 4095 Unknown (Queens) 
Sullivan Street Church Cemetery 3091 Manhattan 
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Suydam Family Cemetery 2043 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Swaim Family Cemetery (within United Hebrew Cemetery) 5066 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Swinburne Island Crematorium 5075 Staten Island 
Sylvan Grove/Burial Hill/Travis Cemetery/Patterson Cemetery 5076 Staten Island 
Terhune-Lott Family Cemetery 2082 Brooklyn 
Third Reformed Presbyterian Church Cemetery 3086 Manhattan 
Thomas Family Cemetery 2073 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Thorne-Wilkins Family Cemetery 4096 Queens 
Tippet-Betts Family Cemetery/Kingsbridge Burial Ground, including 
Enslaved Cemetery 1042 Bronx 
Todt Hill Colonial Cemetery 5099 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Town of Flatlands Public Cemetery 2080 Brooklyn 
Trinity Church African Cemetery 3154 Unknown (Manhattan) 
Trinity Church Cemetery 3092 Manhattan 
Trinity Church Cemetery and Mausoleum/Church of the Intercession 3093 Manhattan 
Trinity Church/Saint Luke's Church Vaults, Location 1 2065 Brooklyn 
Trinity Church/Saint Luke's Church Vaults, Location 2 2074 Brooklyn 
Trinity Lutheran Cemetery 3094 Manhattan 
Trinity Methodist Episcopal Church Cemetery 4088 Queens 
Tysen-Decker/Van Buskirk Family Cemetery 5077 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Ulysses S. Grant Temporary Tomb 3130 Manhattan 
Underhill Family Cemetery 1044 Bronx 
Union Cemetery (Bushwick) 2044 Brooklyn 
Union Cemetery (Williamsburgh) 2023 Brooklyn 
Union Field Cemetery 4089 Queens 
United Hebrew Cemetery 5079 Staten Island 
Unknown Flushing Alley Cemetery 4085 Queens 
Ursuline Sisters Burial Ground (Convent of Saint Joseph) 1045 Unknown (Bronx) 
Ursuline Sisters Burial Ground (Mount Saint Ursula Academy) 1046 Unknown (Bronx) 
US Merchant Marine Cemetery 5080 Staten Island 
US Naval Hospital Cemetery 2045 Brooklyn 
Valentine Family Cemetery 1059 Bronx 
Van Alst Family Cemetery 4090 Queens 
Van Barclem Family Cemetery 2088 Brooklyn 
Van Brunt Family Cemetery (New Utrecht) 2053 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Van Brunt Family Cemetery, Gowanus 2046 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Van Brunt Farm Enslaved Persons Cemetery, Gowanus 2047 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Van Cortlandt Family Vaults 1048 Bronx 
Van der Venter-Jacobson Family Vault 5081 Staten Island 
Van Pelt-Rezeau Family Cemetery 5082 Staten Island 
Van Sicklen Family Cemetery 2055 Brooklyn 
Van Street Cemetery 5060 Staten Island 
Vanderbilt Cemetery 5083 Staten Island 
Vanderbilt/Ryerson Family Cemetery 2090 Brooklyn 
Vaughan Cemetery 5084 Staten Island 
Vechte/Cowenhoven Family Cemetery 2011 Brooklyn 
Vermilyea Family Cemetery 1047 Unknown (Bronx) 
Visitation Sisters Monastery Cemetery 1049 Bronx 
Wallabout Bay Prison Ship Burials 2049 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Wallabout Cemetery 2050 Brooklyn 
Washington Cemetery 2051 Brooklyn 
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West Baptist Church 5085 Staten Island 
West Farms Presbyterian Church Cemetery 1050 Bronx 
West Farms Presbyterian Potters Field 1019 Bronx 
West Farms Reformed Church Cemetery 1051 Bronx 
West Farms Soldiers Cemetery/Butler Cemetery 1052 Bronx 
West Presbyterian Church Cemetery 3099 Manhattan 
Westchester Friends Meeting House Cemetery 1053 Bronx 
Westchester United Methodist Church Cemetery 1054 Bronx 
Willett Family Cemetery 4092 Queens 
Winant Family Cemetery (Charleston) 5086 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Winant Family Cemetery (Woodrow) 5087 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Woglum/Johnson Family Cemetery (within Saint Luke's Cemetery) 5088 Staten Island 
Wood Family Cemetery (Tottenville) 5089 Unknown (Staten Island) 
Woodard Farm Cemetery 2083 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Woodhaven African Cemetery 4105 Unknown (Queens) 
Woodland Cemetery 5091 Staten Island 
Woodlawn Cemetery 1055 Bronx 
Woodrow United Methodist Church 5092 Staten Island 
Worth Square 3146 Manhattan 
Wright Family Cemetery 5056 Staten Island 
Wright Family Cemetery 1056 Unknown (Bronx) 
Wyckoff Family Cemetery 2089 Unknown (Brooklyn) 
Wyckoff-Snedicker Cemetery 4093 Queens 
Zion Church Cemetery, Art Street 3162 Manhattan 
Zion Church Cemetery, Location 1 3160 Manhattan 
Zion Church Cemetery, Location 2 3161 Manhattan 
Zion Episcopal Church Cemetery (Douglaston) 4094 Queens 
 
